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ABSTRACT
 
This research project seek to answer two research
 
questions: (1) Is the public policy response to crime
 
working? (2) Do increases in public expenditures lead to a
 
decline in crime rates? To answer these questions, this
 
research looks at the relationship between public
 
expenditures and crime rates in five local governments. The
 
hypothesis is that increased funding for local criminal
 
justice systems will lead to a decline in crime rates.
 
After collecting and analyzing data on public
 
expenditures and crime rates, as reported by law enforcement
 
agencies from 1985 through 1994, the null hypothesis was
 
rejected. It is my view, therefore, that the public should
 
continue to search for a more effective way to combat crime,
 
instead of throwing money at a complex social phenomena.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
 
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
 
Crime is a complex social phenomenon, but it is of
 
interest that the public policy response to crime in a "Free
 
Society"^ is to increase public expenditures for the local
 
criminal justice system.^ In a free fociety where every
 
citizen is guaranteed specific basic rights, which are
 
protected under the constitution of the society, the rights of
 
those accused of heinous crime undergo an "acid test" when it
 
becomes a question of giving them the same constitutional
 
protection. Crime triggers a chain of reactions, such as fear
 
and racial tensions and it impedes progress, etc. all of which
 
tend to weaken as well as dissolve the social contract in our
 
free society. It is part of human nature to be reactive,
 
especially to a complex social phenomenon, but a reactive
 
public policy may not hecessarily be the most effective
 
fighting strategy in regard to crime, especially predatory
 
crime. For example, the Jones Three Strikes^ Law passed by the
 
1. Herman Goldstein. Policing a Free Societv. (Cambridge,
 
Massachusetts; Ballinger Publishing Company, 1931).
 
2. U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics. State and Local Police
 
Departments1990. (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1990).
 
3. David Schichor and Dale Sechrest, Three Strikes and You're
 
Out; Veaence As Public Policy. (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
 
Publications, 1996), 57. ■
 
California Legislature in 1994, was in reaction to the brutal
 
kidnapping and murder,of Polly Klaas.
 
At this early stage of this research project, it is
 
necessary to understand the scope of the local crime problem.
 
In 1975, data published by the California Department of
 
Justice (DOJ) showed that in 1975, the crime rate for
 
California was 7,000 crimes per 100,000 California residents;
 
in 1985, crime rates rose to nearly 8,000 per 100,000
 
California residents, and in 1990 crime rates dropped
 
moderately to 6,500 per 100,000.^
 
In 1995, the Los Angeles Times used FBI crime
 
statistical reports to rank the city of San Bernardino as one
 
of the most dangerous cities in southern California in which
 
to raise children.^ With this profile of San Bernardino, Tom
 
Gorman painted a chilling crime profile and evoked a very ugly
 
image of the dark side of a free society. The report
 
categorically stated that residents of San Bernardino who once
 
sought refuge from Los Angeles' problems of high crime,
 
unemployment and economic woes now struggle to cope with some
 
of the same difficulties. Interestingly, both political and
 
civic leaders were irked by this unfriendly image of San
 
4. Sechrest, et al.. Three Strikes and You're Out; Veaence As
 
Public Policv. p.57.
 
5. Tom Gorman, "A City Racked by Woe," Los Angeles Times.
 
10 October 1995, sec. Al, p. 1.
 
Bernardino.^ Residents who were concerned about personal and
 
public safety were outraged by this portrait of their city.
 
San Bernardino, however, is not alone; if the public takes a
 
critical look at crime rates in other contiguous counties, the
 
public will conclude that both the county and city of San
 
Bernardino are indeed not alone. Crime continues to be a
 
complex social problem, because public response to crime
 
remains elusive.^
 
Crime affects even the most innocent member of a
 
society. In 1996, a resident of North Hollywood, to be
 
specific an innocent twelve-year-old boy asleep in the back
 
seat of his parent's vehicle, was shot in the head by an
 
unknown gunman. Approximately 300 motorists had their car
 
windows shattered along the Pasadena Freeway in Los Angeles
 
County by unknown criminals, and a California State University
 
student from the Republic of Ghana became an instant
 
paraplegic as a result of a carjacking incident in San
 
Bernardino. Recently, in San Diego county a graduate student
 
went on a shooting rampage on the campus of the University of
 
California, San Diego. Live news reports of violent, dramatic
 
high speed chases of suspected criminals along the freeways of
 
Orange and Los Angeles counties are a common sight.
 
6. Tom Gorman, "A City Racked by Woe," sec. Al, p.l
 
7. Carla A.Fried "America's safest city: Amheerst, N.Y.; the
 
most dangerous:Newark, N.J." Money. Volume 25 (Forecast 1997
 
1996): 22.
 
In 1997, Melissa Drexler and an unnamed USC student both
 
killed their babies. Drexler, a New Jersey teenager, gave
 
birth in a bathroom at her prom and then returned to the dance
 
floor. She was later charged with murder but only when an
 
autopsy revealed that the baby she discarded in a trash can
 
was either strangled or suffocated in a plastic bag.^ Within
 
that same month, a University of Southern California student
 
gave birth to a baby on the USC campus.® She threw her newborn
 
into a nearby diompster and returned to her parents' residence
 
in Minnesota for summer vacation. The dead infant was later
 
found and authorities were notified. Based on tips from
 
anonymous sources, this USC student was identified, arrested,
 
extradited to California and charged with murder. She
 
appeared unruffled during arraignment in Los Angeles Superior
 
Court on July 10, 1997. The list of irrational, violent of
 
criminal activities continues to grow and permeate the public
 
conscience, with people living in fear of their neighbors.
 
Aggrieved citizens, parents, victimized motorists and
 
other law-abiding residents of southern California
 
continuously demand protection from these acts of lawlessness
 
from politicians. And politicians make the "empty" pledge to
 
"get tough" on criminals. However, disagreements abound on
 
the relevance of most public policy responses to getting tough
 
8. Elaine Harden, "Prom Mom," Los Angeles Times. 25 June,
 
1997, sec. Al, p.12.
 
on criminals. This is because crime remains a threat to
 
society regardless of the severity of punishment. Crime, in
 
the words of James Q. Wilson, "victimize[s] individuals, it
 
impedes social progress,"^ and prevents the formation and
 
maintenance of a free society. Every citizen of a free society
 
has both an explicit and implicit need to know what is being
 
done to control crime. Implicitly, every member has a
 
vicarious duty and responsibility to assist the criminal
 
justice system reformulating public response. Explicitly,
 
there is the fact that every citizen pays his or her share in
 
taxes for the local criminal justice expenditures.
 
Organizing a public response to crime in a free society,
 
like most social response strategies, usually takes the most
 
expedient policy approach. For instance, in 1995, Mayor
 
Riordan of Los Angeles unveiled the city's budget for the
 
1995/96 fiscal year. Interestingly, 35 cents of each dollar
 
was obligated to crime control. An exuberant Mayor Minor ( a
 
retired police official himself) of San Bernardino declared
 
succinctly that San Bernardino has "put more cops on the
 
street than any other contiguous city" within the county.
 
Explicitly, the budgetary policies of both Mayors Riordan and
 
Minor show that their visions for their respective cities are
 
based on a distorted utilitarian crime control theory:
 
increased crime-control expenditures, increased punishment.
 
9. James Q. Wilson, Thinking about Crime, 2d rev. ed (New
 
York: Vintage Books, 1983).
 
and incarceration. The policy is to throw more and more
 
public resources at crime and put the culprits in "the big
 
house"^° until eternity. But what have continuous annual
 
increments of public expenditures for local criminal justice
 
systems and other law enforcement agencies accomplished over
 
the years? Are these increased annual expenditures expected
 
to procure state-of-the-art equipment, and provide the best
 
training for the local criminal justice systems and other law
 
enforcement agencies? Is the most severe or the swiftest
 
punishment capable of deterring criminals as well as
 
decreasing public pain and procuring the greatest happiness
 
for the greatest number? Ironically, increased public
 
expenditures for the local, state and national criminal
 
justice systems have resulted in slightly more than five
 
million Americans being incarcerated, at an annual cost of
 
$30,000 per inmate, despite the get tough policy. Are public
 
response policies such as "get tough on criminals," or
 
increased rates of incarceration, working solutions to crime
 
problems?^^
 
There have been heated disagreements over what should be
 
the most effective policy response to crime. For instance, is
 
the criminal a product of a defective social and economic
 
10. Wilson, Thinking about Crime. pp. 8-10.
 
11. Wilson, Thinking About Crime, p. 8.
 
environment? If so, public response should include getting at
 
the root of crime. On the other hand, did the criminal make a
 
rational choice and was he or she governed by free will to
 
act? If so, it is logical to meet out the most severe
 
punishment —• send him or her to the electric chair or "the
 
big house." Because of these disagreements in a free society,
 
it has been very difficult and almost impossible to define
 
and/or convict those people who are plainly guilty of the most
 
heinous crimes, like the examples cited above. Inasmuch as the
 
Los Angeles Times rekindled this ever-present problem of
 
society, if the reporter had looked a:t other contiguous
 
counties he would have had a better understanding of the scope
 
of crime and how the public is organizing to respond to crime.
 
This research project is an effort to test secondary
 
empirical data the efficacy of conventional crime response
 
theories and their relevance as a model of crime deterrence in
 
the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
 
Bernardino, and San Diego. The empirical data, consisting of
 
county budget data and crime statistics of five counties, will
 
be collected and presented. It is the hope that these
 
research data will show the relationship between criminal
 
activities and how many public resources have been allocated
 
to crime control from 1985 through 1994. The research design,
 
therefore, will consist of the collection of secondary data
 
and the review of relevant academic literature for theories of
 
crime causation and public response. The secondary data will
 
consist of county budget data, crime data from the California
 
Department of Justice (DOJ) and the Federal Bureau of
 
Investigation (FBI), county demographic data compiled by the
 
California Population Research Unit, and employment data from
 
the California Employment Development Department over the past
 
ten years. It is the goal of this research project to make
 
recommendations on how the public should respond to crime
 
through experimentations about what works, and to abandon
 
futile efforts to show how government policy could change
 
human nature by merely throwing money at crime.
 
REVIEW AND CRITIQUE OF LITERATURE
 
In the 1990s, most literature on crime in our free
 
society is an extension of Aristotle's,~Hobbes' and Rousseau's
 
philosophical views. These philosophical views were absorbed
 
by Cesare Beccaria, Jeremy Bentham, Adam Smith, August Comte,
 
Adolphe Quetelet, Edwin Sutherland, James Q. Wilson and some
 
modern economists to form the foundation for the often
 
rehearsed, distorted interpretation of classical and
 
positivist crime theories. This research project will focus
 
on the crime theories stemming from Hobbes and Rousseau, and
 
their application to public policy response to crime in the
 
counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and
 
12. James Q.Wilson, and Richard J.Herrnstein, Crime and
 
Human Nature. (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1995).
 
8
 
San Diego. Crime theories are efforts to explain the causes
 
of crime and to design an effective public policy response.^­
It is of interest, however, that in order to protect members
 
of civil society, both classical and positivist crime theories
 
have been undergoing various distorted translations that have
 
been carved into elusive public policy responses to crime ever
 
since the formation of our modern free society.
 
Thomas Hobbes said that man by nature is a product
 
of his senses. The formation of a civil society is a major
 
product of man, and therefore it is natural for man by virtue
 
of his senses to rationalize and calculate the advantages and
 
disadvantages of crime. In contrast to the Hobbesian view,
 
Jean-Jacque Rousseau offered a different supposition about the
 
nature of man—man by nature is endowed with goodness. In
 
light of both concepts, did man, since antiquity, rationalize
 
that individual protection was one of the tasks that an
 
individual will always be incapable of providing for himself
 
without the assistance of his neighbors? Further, if man is
 
endowed with goodness, is it an innate part of man to be
 
hostile? The answers to these questions depend upon the
 
prevailing circumstances.
 
If we accept the premise that man is a product of
 
his senses, it is therefore logical to determine if there is a
 
correlation between reactive public policy response to crime
 
13. Schichor and Sechrest. Three Strikes and You're Out, p,
 
83. ■ ■ ■■ 7 /■ ■ ■ ■■ V'- . . ■ ■7. ' ' 
and rising criminal activities. This is the major question
 
that this research effort hopes could lead to this project's
 
research hypothesis.
 
RATIONAL UNDERSTANDING OF CRIME IN A FREE SOCIETY
 
It is debatable whether a rational understanding of crime
 
in our free society entails an understanding of hioman nature.
 
Wilson and Herrnstein stated that it is necessary in order to
 
understand human nature to understand crime. This research
 
project adopts this view because crime defies any single
 
explanation./'-'^ In 1651, Thomas Hobbes argued successfully, in
 
part, that man is a creature of his senses and crime is one of
 
them products of a man's senses. In contrast to the Hobbesian
 
philosophy, in 1762 Jean-Jacque Rousseau advanced the view
 
that man is naturally good, that crime is the result of
 
defective reasoning. Rousseau is of the supposition that man
 
is endowed by nature to be good. In order tap man's goodness,
 
there must be a decent social system, because man could become
 
corrupted if social systems are defective. Although these
 
14. Richard J. Herrnstein and James 0. Wilson. Crime and
 
Human Nature. (Ndw York: Simon and Schuster, 1985), p. 22.
 
15. Roger D.Masters, and Christopher Kelly, ed. Jean-Jacques
 
Rousseau Social Contract. Discourse on the virtue most
 
necessary for a Hero. Political Fragments, and Geneva
 
Manuscript. Volume 4 trans by Judith R. Bush, Roger D.
 
Masters, and Christopher Kelly. (Hanover, New Hampshire:
 
University Press of New England, 1994).
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two philosophers were the first to provide a rational
 
understanding of human nature relative to crime, all thoughts
 
about the nature of man did in fact originate from
 
Aristotle.^® It is important to note that these contrasting
 
opinions formed the basis of classical theory from which our
 
free society's value for fairness and due process for those
 
accused of crime emanates.
 
Beccaria and Bentham were both disciples of Hobbes and
 
were credited for crafting the classical theory of crime.
 
Both men were leading proponents of the 18th-century reform
 
movement, whose aim was to use reason to explain complex
 
social phenomena. Rational theories of crime are theories that
 
stem from Hobbesian philosophical concepts of human nature.
 
Beccaria and Bentham are generally believed to be the first
 
classical/utilitarian philosophers to systematically theorize
 
that man's action is rational, and because man is governed by
 
free will, he has the power to choose between right and wrong.
 
Man calculates his gains, losses, all his actions are governed
 
by the law comparative advantage. Also, man calculates the
 
disadvantages of punishment and selectively determine his
 
1 6.Richard J. Herrnstein and James Q. Wilson. Crime and Human
 
Nature, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1985) referenced
 
Aristotle who said that man is a social animal Politic Book
 
I, chapter 1 sec 10 Nichomachean Ethics. Book IX, New and
 
Rev. Ed. chapter ix sec 3.(London: 1962 [1956]).
 
11
 
 victims. It should be pointed out that rational or
 
utilitarian theory today is generally;m to be a
 
conservative, hard-line view of crime--that man calculates his
 
rewards, weighs his punishments, and chooses the one that
 
gives him a comparative advantage. Utilitarian theory emerged
 
as the result of an eighteenth-century Enlightenment movement,
 
whose aim was to reform the criminal justice system. Beccaria
 
came to the conclusion that there was a lack of systematic
 
logic in the existing criminal justice system because
 
punishment for crime was with vengeance. It was out of
 
sympathy for those accused of crime that both Beccaria's and
 
Bentham's theories emerged in a reform movement whose
 
proposals aimed to make criminal justice systems and
 
government less vengeful. It is imperative to understand the
 
views of these men relative to human nature, because these
 
systems of thought constitute the principles of fairness and
 
due process how our free society supposedly understands crime
 
and crafts crime control policies.^'
 
MAN IS BY NATURE A RATIONAL CALCULATOR
 
In 1651,the philosopher Thomas Hobbes described man in
 
the Levithan as a creature of his senses, who is by nature the
 
rational calculator. Hobbes formed the belief that it is a
 
17. Paul W. Keve and Wolfgang, Crime Control and Justice in
 
America; Searching for Eacts and Answers. (Chicago: American
 
Library Association, 1995).
 
• ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 12 
man's desire for certain material things that leads him to
 
quarrel when his desires are in conflict with those of another
 
man. For instance, when two men cannot both enjoy the same
 
thing they desire, they become enemies. A man in pursuit of
 
his desired end, which is among other things his principal
 
means of self-preservation, will attempt to destroy or subdue
 
another man,sometimes for his pleasure only. Hobbes said that
 
if you have a fearless invader or individuals united in force,
 
then if these invaders are more powerful than another man,
 
they could dispossess him of the fruits of his labor, life and
 
liberty with force. Therefore, it is up to each individual
 
man to take measures to protect himself in the absence of a
 
constituted government. But what would you do if faced with
 
this sort of predicament? Is it an innate part of man's
 
nature to quarrel? How about infants—do innocent infants
 
make rational calculations? The answers to these questions
 
depend on so many variables. However, men generally will
 
always have conflicts of interest. And it is doubtful if
 
infants make rational calculation.
 
Hobbes articulates that there are three principal sources
 
of quarrel among men, which are applicable to our free
 
society: contention for immaterial and material gain, the need
 
for self preservation and the need to be glorified by others ­
- a man's need to be famous or to enhance his social
 
reputation. As a result of these, men engage in competition,
 
which in turn leads then use individual or organized violence
 
13
 
to make themselves masters of other men and their property.
 
War and crime are acts of violence. The need for self-

preservation leads men to search for ways to defend themselves
 
against violence, to preserve themselves from both emotional
 
and physical injuries,. Whereas the relentless search for glory
 
leads men to enhance their reputation which men understand
 
through trifles such as word, or a smile from other men.
 
Hobbes believed that men are equal in faculties of body and
 
prudence. Yet, in pursuit of.material gain, safety, and
 
reputation, in the absence of a proper government, men are in
 
a state of war of all against all—man by nature is "solitary,
 
poor, nasty, brutish and short. But by the same token men
 
are endowed with prudence, and prudence is a natural wisdom.
 
To avert an unhappy state, men enter into civil society
 
through social convention, to whose governing authority they
 
cede their right to self-preservation in exchange for
 
protection from individual and organized violence. The
 
essence of government is that it confers a net advantage of
 
the greatest pleasure for the greatest number on its
 
constituent subjects. Interestingly, crime and other social
 
ills do occur after the formation of governments, and among
 
the many reasons for crime is some defect in understanding; in
 
all probability some men err in reasoning, or some men succumb
 
18. Thomas Hobbes, Hobbes's Leviathan. Reprinted from ed. Of
 
1651. With ab essav by the late W. G. Poason Smith. (Oxford:
 
Clarendon Press, 1909) p. 81.
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to bursts of sudden passion. A defective understanding could
 
be ignorance or a lack of sound reasoning, which in some cases
 
leads to erroneous opinion. These defects lead some men to
 
believe that they are entitled to whatever they can get away
 
with in violation of a prohibited act—this is crime.
 
The precepts of rational logic dictate that crime
 
prevention measures should be such that punishment should be
 
made to exceed the benefit that men derive from committing a
 
prohibited act. Man by nature is rational, and when
 
contemplating crime compares the benefit of crime to the
 
individual, to the total loss to society. Also, man considers
 
the punishment to be inflicted by society, and man will choose
 
the one from which he will gain the most. Then, it was
 
believed that man will not resort to crime if the punishment
 
is in excess of the benefits. However, it is doubtful that
 
prudent men, women, and children would sit down and
 
meticulously calculate the benefits of crime simply because
 
society will incur a loss. In light of the above, at what
 
cost should men be held in strict liability for the social
 
harm they cause the society?
 
CLASSICAL SCHOOL OF THOUGHT: MAN'S FREE WILL
 
In 1764, Cesare Beccaria was one of the proponents of the
 
18th-century Enlightenment movement, and consequently a member
 
of what became the classical school of thought. This school
 
of thought evolved from the Hobbesian philosophy that the
 
15
 
essence of government is to confer the greatest happiness on
 
the greatest number. Crime by definition is a product of a
 
man, and because man is a creature of his senses, that man is
 
a rational and calculating machine governed by his free will
 
to choose between what is right and wrong. In the western
 
world, Beccaria observed that the application of criminal law
 
was illogical and there was no systematic criminal law. He
 
found that the application of the law was determined more
 
often than not by secret accusations and trials, old beliefs,
 
religious dogma, superstitions and prejudices.^® A good
 
example was in fourteenth-century England, when land barons
 
saw that peasants were leaving their estates to search for
 
work in cities; when these peasants were unsuccessful in their
 
job search they end up as beggars, thieves. In order to force
 
them back to work on the estates, the government invented and
 
promulgated the vagrancy law, which provided for harsh
 
penalties for those found in violation of law. Punishment for
 
a crime was "an eye for an eye." Beccaria could have been
 
appalled and horrified by how vengeful the society was towards
 
people accused of crime. Or, being an advocate of reform, he
 
could have seen some implicit morality in the law and was
 
acting on the instinct that basic human nature could be
 
changed according to government plan. Among his
 
recommendations was that the punishment for a crime should be
 
19. Paul W.Keve, Crime and Control and Justice in America;
 
Searching for Facts and Answers, p.4.
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severe enough to offset the loss to society. But how did
 
Beccaria arrive at this utilitarian calculation? Was
 
punishment for a particular crime indeed the proprtionate, and
 
the equivalence cost of a particular social loss to society?
 
And what was the prevailing cost of punishing those accused of
 
crime, was it both imprisonment and otherwise?
 
According to prevailing academic evidence on crime and
 
punishment, in 1764 "Dei delitti e delle pene" was anonymously
 
published by Cesare Beccaria, wherein he succinctly set forth
 
his advocacy on crime and punishment; following his
 
recommendation were the essentials of the system of thought
 
known as the Classical School of Penology. Beccaria's
 
refonn proposals had an impact on European and American
 
practices of fairness and due process in the criminal justice
 
system. This research effort deems it logical to restate
 
those reform proposal in its entirety. Paul Keve, however,
 
observed that the specific reforms proposed were radical ,
 
during the eighteenth-century Enlightenment, which included
 
the following specifics: All. social action must be of the
 
utilitarian conception of the greatest number. Criminal laws
 
should be clear and precise and ho one should be prosecuted
 
for a crime that is not defined and published as such in law.
 
Crime should be considered as an injury to society and the
 
only rational measurement of crime is the extent of this
 
20. Paul W. Keve. Crime Control and Justice in America, p. 2.
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injury. The accused criminal should be presumed innocent at
 
each stage of prosecution. Criminal defendants should be
 
judged by their peers. Every aspect of the prosecution must
 
be open to public observation, with no secret indictments or
 
trials, as this is the only way to protect the fairness of the
 
system. Punishment must be defined in law, limited, and
 
proportionate to the crime; prevention of crime is more
 
important than punishment for crimes. The use of torture
 
must be abolished. Capital punishment must be abolished.
 
Beccaria reasoned that the criminal justice system lacked
 
explicit logic and as a result imposed personal cost; too many
 
innocent people were victimized with excessive torture,
 
wrongful conviction and harsh penalties. Beccaria, however,
 
articulated what a wrongful conviction would have cost the
 
individual, the evils of tyranny. Beccaria wanted to be
 
consoled for the contempt of mankind. If a greater number of
 
people understand the code of law, rational logic dictates
 
that there will be fewer crimes committed. But how should the
 
public devise a scale that could appropriately measure
 
punishment? It should be pointed out that this was the
 
earliest form of an enhanced crime deterrence policy in the
 
history of mankind, which is still pertinent today in the
 
1990s.
 
21. Paul W. keve. Crime Ontrol and Justice in America, see
 
also Maestro, Marcello. Cesare Beccaria and the Origins of
 
Ponal Reform. (Philadelphia; Temple University Press, 1973),
 
22-27.
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Beccaria succinctly concluded that . . . [. . . "in order
 
that every punishment may not be an act of violence committed
 
by one man or by society against a single individual, it ought
 
to be public above all things public, speedy, necessary, and
 
the least possible in the given circiomstances, proportioned to
 
its crime, dictated by law .22
 
In light of the public's prevailing punitive attitude and "get
 
tough on crime" policies in almost all states, Beccaria's
 
advocacy of crime punishment is very much pertinent today. At
 
what cost to society could those accused of heinous crimes and
 
those plainly guilty of crimes be stripped of their rights
 
without endangering the rights of every member of our free
 
society?
 
THE UTILITARIAN PRINCIPLES
 
In 1789, the utilitarian principle evolved into an
 
elaborate system of thought when Jeremy Bentham, in The
 
Principles of Morals and Legislation,
 
observed that . . . [. . ."nature has placed mankind under the
 
governance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. And
 
it is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well
 
as to determine what we shall do. These sovereign masters
 
govern us in all what we do however we may pretend to abjure
 
their empire and throw off their subjection, the more we
 
22. Cesare Marchese di Beccaria, 1738-1794, Of Crime and
 
Punishment/ Cesare Beccaria. trans Jane Grigson; introduction
 
by Marvin Wolfgang; forward by Mario Cuomo (New York:
 
Marillio Publishers, 1996).
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demonstrate and confirm it
 
What does Jeremy Bentham mean when he says nature put man
 
under the sovereign mastery of pain and pleasure?
 
The principle of utility is, the principle that approves
 
and disapproves of every action whatsoever, according to the
 
tendency that it it appears to have to augment or diminish the
 
happiness of the party whose interest is in question: to
 
promote or to oppose that happiness By utility, Bentham
 
meant that property in any object that tends to produce
 
benefit, advantage, pleasure, good, or happiness, and to
 
prevent the happening of mischief, pain, evil, or unhappiness
 
to the party whose interest is undergoing consideration: if
 
happiness be that of the community in general, then the
 
happiness of the community: if a particular individual, then
 
the happiness of that individual. Do these sovereign masters
 
approve or disapprove of crime? Do these sovereign masters
 
approve of the infliction of punishment?
 
23. Jeremy Bentham, The Principles of Morals and Legislation,
 
J.H. Burns and H. B. A. eds. (London: The Anthlone Press,
 
1970).
 
24. Roger D.Masters, and Christopher Kelly, ed. Jean-Jacques
 
Rousseau Social Contract. Discourse on the Origins of
 
Ineaualitv (second Discoursed Polemics, and Political
 
Economv. Volume 3 Trans by Judith R. Bush, Roger D. Masters,
 
Christopher Kelly, and Terrence Marshall. (Hanover, New
 
Hampshire: University Press of New England, 1994).
 
25. Wilson et al.. Crime and Human Nature. pp. 512-519.
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In addition, the business of government is to promote the
 
happiness of the society, by rewarding and punishing. An act
 
tends to be pernicious in proportion to the act's tendency to
 
disturb that happiness. Happiness consists of the enjoyment
 
of pleasures and security from pains.
 
According to John Plamenatz, Bentham gave us nine rules
 
for the infliction of punishments, and these are rules of
 
common sense. Bentham dreamt of a felicific calculus and
 
therefore enunciated these rules as his service to mankind: 1.
 
Punishment must be great enough to outweigh the profit of the
 
offense to the offender; 2. The greater the mischief of the
 
offense, the greater the punishment; 3. & 4. are corollaries
 
of 2; 5. Punishment should never be greater than the least
 
require to make it effective; 6. The sensibility of the
 
offender must always be taken into account; 7. The more
 
uncertain it is that the offender will suffer it, the greater
 
the punishment should be; 8. The more distant (of other
 
probable offenses) it is, the greater it should be; 9. If the
 
offense is of the kind likely to be habitual with the
 
offender, the punishment should be increased to outweigh the
 
- 1 ■ ■ ' ■ , 
profit not only of the immediate offense but of the other
 
offenses probably committed with impunity . Bentham, like
 
most seasoned philosophers, did in fact anticipate criticisms
 
for these simple rules of thumb for the infliction of
 
punishment. And as result he said
 
. . . [. . .that there are people who look upon the nicety in
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the adjustment of such rules as wasted labor: for gross

ignorance, they will say, never trouble itself about laws, and
 
passion does not calculate. But the evil of ignorance admits
 
of cure: and does not calculate . . . .[• • • When matters
 
of such importance as pain and pleasure are at the stake, and
 
these in the highest degree . . . Who is there that does not
 
calculate? Men calculate, some with less exactness, indeed,
 
and some with more: but all men calculate . . .]
 
If men did not calculate it would be impossible, not only for
 
others to govern them, but for themselves to live. But what
 
kind of calculation does a man make, how necessary and how
 
crude are the calculations?
 
MAN BY NATURE IS NATURALLY GOOD
 
in 1750, French philosopher Jean-Jacques Rousseau
 
theorized that man is naturally good. He categorically
 
disagreed with the views of Thomas Hobbes, that man is
 
naturally intrepid and seeks only to attack and fight.'26
 
Rousseau cited the findings of other illustrious philosophers
 
such as Cumberland and Pufendorf, who also affiimied that
 
nothing is so timid as man in the state of nature. Man is
 
always trembling and ready to flee at the sligtest sight,
 
noise, and movement he percieves. More importantly, man is
 
naturally compassionate and sympathetic. Rousseau emphasized
 
that man does not want only to attack others unless it is
 
26.Roger D. Masters, and Christopher Kelly, ed. Jean-Jacques
 
Rousseau Social Contract. Discourse on the Origins of
 
Ineaualitv (second Discoursed Polemics, and Political
 
Economv. Volume 3 Trans by Judith R. Bush, Roger D. Masters,
 
Christopher Kelly, and Terrence Marshall.. Hanover, (New
 
Hampshire: University Press of New England, 1994).p. 21.
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acquired through the natural socializing process. For
 
instance, anyone who has been around infants and members of a
 
primitive tribe will agree with Rousseau. Man is naturally
 
capable of pity and incapable of seeing pain and suffering in
 
other men unless he is thought to be cold-hearted. A man's
 
love for himself is such that it could not inevitably lead him
 
toward raising himself above his fellow man to enhance his
 
reputation. Within this conceptual framework, Rousseau laid
 
the foundation for the positivist theory of crime.
 
When man was in the state of nature, before the formation
 
of society through social convention, he was a natural being.
 
Man lived a solitary and unaffected life, was a creature of
 
sentiments and,was not ruled by rational calculation. Without
 
a social process, man was premoral and prerational, and
 
wandered from place to place without a link to others.
 
Rousseau said the corruption of man came about with the
 
formation of a civil society. He pointed out that the first
 
man to enclose himself with a piece of earth material must
 
have said this is my house and my property! With this claim,
 
the natural right to property arose,to promote the pursuit of
 
happiness, and he must have found people that believed him,
 
and in fact was the real founder of civil society. With the
 
acquisition of property came laws to protect property rights,
 
crimes, armies, wars, and social inequality became the norm.
 
27. Wilson et al.. Crime and Human Nature, pp. 512 - 519.
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Rousseau disputes the views of Thomas Hobbes, that the desire
 
of man to dominate other men was natural. In contrast to
 
Hobbes, Rousseau articulated that one man's desire to dominate
 
another for glory and gain was the result of social
 
convention; the desire for self-preservation was not a natural
 
phenomenon, but came about because society pitted men against
 
each other.
 
Further, Rousseau said that if it is necessary, man could
 
be rescued from the unhappy state of things; with proper
 
healing and education, man will rediscover himself. When man
 
rediscovers himself, he will rediscover nature and other
 
natural sentiments. The most important of these sentiments is
 
compassion. In a just society, a society governed by the
 
general will of men, natural sentiments would be preserved in
 
the interest of all. In light of these generalizations,
 
Rousseau laid the philosophical foundation for the
 
sociological school of thought. Naturally, man is
 
compassionate, Rousseau asserted.^®
 
28. Wilson, et al. Crime and Hiiman Nature, p. 519,
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EARLY POSITIVISM
 
Philip Jenltins stated that in 1800, August Comte coined
 
the phrases positivism and sociology to describe a system of
 
predicting human behavior he developed based on the
 
philosophical foundations Rousseau provided. By early 1800s,
 
both the Beccarian free choice theory and the Bentham
 
utilitarian principles began to wane, because there were
 
growing doubts about the application of these theories to
 
crime. The new science of sociology evolved, reconnected with
 
Rousseau's views and the social systems, and stood in
 
opposition to the utilitarian principles. As a result, people
 
began to ask whether the criminal man in reality possesses a
 
free will that governed rational calculation. The sciences of
 
sciology, psychology, and biology were on the rise, which led
 
to a new school of thought that suggested hiaman behavior was
 
deterministic: environmentally conditioned or hereditary.^®
 
Between 1820 and I860, the new;social science blossomed
 
as one of the consequencies of the Industrial Revolution.
 
French scholars, eager to learn more about the new industrial
 
concepts visited England to learn more and see the new
 
emergent industrial society. Based on what they found, French
 
scholars developed a new scientific method of understanding
 
the society by using statistical knowledge, because they
 
believed that the behavior of all human society was
 
30. Philip Jenkins, Crime and Justice: Issues and Ideas.
 
(Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole, 1984).
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 predictable. They were convinced that if you had a database
 
that included the population of a place, its income income
 
distribution and its educational achievements, then you could
 
predict the future behavior of that community. The logical
 
corollary of this predictive science applied to crime.
 
Philip Jenkins wrote that in 1831, Belgian statistician
 
Adolphe QUetelet used statistical analysis to predict the
 
number Of different crimes committed in France in 1830.^°
 
In 1840> August Comte developed a system of science which
 
he called positivism and incidentally coined the word
 
sociology. Gomte's generalization led to the belief that
 
hijman behavior was not different from gases or chemical
 
reactions. It was already a fact that certain combinations of
 
gaseous elements and cheiriical mixtures triggered certain
 
consequent chemical reactions. When extended to crime three
 
schools of thought emerged: ecological, statistical and
 
revolutionary. Sociological thought processes were advanced
 
and became popular in English-speaking countries with the help
 
of Herbert Spencer, as scholars sought reasons to explain
 
complex social phenomena and conduct. In siammation, the
 
positivist approach involved the application of physical
 
science techniques to social behavior including scientific
 
measurements and quantification techniques.
 
31. Philip Jenkins. Grime and Justice: Issues and Ideas, p.
 
•115.. . • ;•, .
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The ecological school of thought was then composed of
 
scholars who developed methods of studying human behavior and
 
the spatial density of the population. Explicitly, these
 
scholars found that different types of crime existed in
 
different parts of urban and rural areas of the cities.
 
According to Jenkins, as Of the 1860s, Henry Mayhew (the
 
leading authority in/ecological science) found there are
 
certain ecological factors that had a direct impact on the
 
population density of communities, which did have enormous
 
consequential implications on slum housing and the quality of
 
■:life. , 
In 1830s and 1840s, the statistical school of thought
 
(the English statistical society) developed into a movement
 
based on the pioneering works of Adolphe Quetelet. The
 
English statistical society found a link, or descriptive
 
factors, in the relationship between crime and cyclical
 
economic swings, slums, poverty, housing and educational
 
achievements. It was of interest to note that even the most
 
conservative and religious thinkers of the period accepted the
 
prevailing facts and statistical framework, that human
 
behavior was determined by previous and prevailing
 
environmental factors.
 
In 1840s, the Revolutionary school of thought, made up of
 
radical scholars adopted the views of the new scholars and
 
publications such as "Engel's Conditions of the Working Class
 
in England." These radicals challenged both the Beccarian and
 
Benthiamic theories that crime was a rational choice; they
 
asserted that crime was the result of poverty, sliims,
 
environmental degradation and deprivations. Therefore, they
 
asked, why punish criminals, unless the government is willing
 
and able to do something about the prevailing sociological
 
conditions that produce evils, which produce criminals?
 
Returning to Beccaria's and Bentham's principles, where
 
in all probability is free will, where man is a rational
 
calculating machine? It was then noted that both Beccaria's
 
and Bentham's ideologies were based on the fact that
 
individuals could rationally choose between alternatives and
 
could be deterred by effective punishment. Relative to
 
ecological principles, does the individual have a choice in
 
the whole matter? A corollary implication of the Beccarian
 
theory is that everybody had an equal chance of becoming
 
criminals, and are likely to be deterred by punishment. It
 
was then a fact that prisons were filled with very poor
 
people, as suggested by the new social sciences. Prisons were
 
filled with people, from appalling slum areas, such as New
 
York's "Five Points" and London's "Rookeries." It is even
 
more evident today that crime occurs with the highest
 
frequency in less affluent places like South-Central Los
 
Angeles, the South Side of Chicago, housing projects in San
 
Bernardino, etc. So it is logical to ask, do children from
 
these areas have the same rational powers to choose an honest
 
life as do rich, or middle-class youths? The answer could be
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no.. Then and now, given the prevailing sociological
 
conditions, will children from these places have the same
 
degree of responsibility, and does the state have the right to
 
punish these children? The answer depends on some variables
 
such as ones' values and bdliefs.
 
In 1890, determinism suggested that there cannot be
 
deterrence, responsibilty cannot be ascribed to criminals, and
 
there cannot be much validity to many criminal laws.
 
Interestingly, criminologists did nothing for the next century
 
to challenge early positivist theories. As a result, research
 
on criminology progressively got better, which led to better
 
and bolder conclusions prior to 1897. A good example was the
 
1897 publication by Emile Durkheim on the extent of suicides
 
in France. He showed that suicide rates were enormously
 
influenced by a variety of factors, among them geographical,
 
ecological, seasonal and sexual. Durkheim concluded that the
 
majority of suicides stem from anomie,^^ a type alienation of
 
from society, a sense of not belonging, or the loss of social
 
bonds.
 
During the course of the 2 Century, anomie theory
 
provided much of the needed social explanation of crime.
 
Theorists maintained that crime was not caused by individual
 
choice, but by circumstances beyond the control of the
 
individual. Anomie is the breakdown of collective standards
 
32. Jenkins, Crime and Justice; Issues and Ideas, pp.115-140.
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during periods of rapid social change; the individual in part
 
loses a sense of conformity with social norms and laws.
 
People are often isolated and thereby live in a type of
 
"social vacuum, and see themselves as not belonging to the
 
society. The more people experience this kind of
 
disconnection the higher the suicide rate. Anomie in a United
 
States context could be the failure to achieve the American
 
Dream: the conflict between the society's goals and the means
 
available to the individual to reach his goal. This conflict
 
causes different responses, such as frustration and
 
depression, the individual turns to drinking and drugs; some
 
engage in illegitimate means to achieve theie goals, and the
 
result is crime.
 
Crime, observed Robert K. Merton in the 1950s, served as
 
a means tp achieve the American Dream, isut was anomie theory a
 
sufficient explanation for criminal activities? Thereafter,
 
why was the American sociological research tradition focused
 
on subcultures of gangs and delinquency? One possible
 
explanation was a great wave of European immigrants into the
 
United States after World War I (1914-1918). The cultures of
 
most recent immigrants do not fit into the social fabric of
 
the cultural majority.
 
33. Jenkins, Crime and Justice: Issues and Ideas. (Monterey,
 
CA: Brooks/Cole, 1984).
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It is social and cultural alienation to be succinct. And the
 
alternative is to form a subculture amenable to their
 
heritage.
 
In the 1920s, as a result of waves of European migration
 
to the United States, it was natural for sociologists to
 
refocus their research on two areas: the subculture of gangs,
 
and juvenile delinquency and the related area of sociology.
 
This might have been because the emerging positivist school of
 
sociology in Chicago wanted a break from European tradition,
 
to develop new theories for the growing problem of juvenile
 
delinquency, lawlessness and other forms of crime in the
 
United States. Perhaps most important for this investigation,
 
policymakers in the United States sought ways of understanding
 
crime and how to respond appropriately.
 
In 1931, one consequence of lawlessness was the formation
 
of the National Commission on Law Observance and Enforcement
 
(Wickersham Commission), which subsequently issued a report on
 
"the Causes of Crime in a Free Society."Ironically, the
 
report ignored sociological factors. However, Henry Anderson
 
opted to issue a separate report because he was constrained to
 
take the view that the report of the Commission failed to make
 
accurate determinations of "facts and causes . . .
 
"constructive, courageous conclusions which will bring public
 
understanding and command public support of the Commissions
 
34. Philip Jenkins, Crime and Justice: issues and Ideas.
 
(Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole, 1984).
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solutions. He observed that without some consideration of
 
the broad underlying causes for prevailing social, cultural
 
and economic attitudes and conduct, it is impossible to
 
understand the crime problem, and devise or suggest
 
appropriate and effective remedies.
 
To understand the underlying causes of crime is to
 
understand what is meant by the inalienable rights of the
 
individual: rights to life, liberty and the pursuit of
 
happiness, as well as the obligation that the individual owes
 
to American social and political institutions. Why are there
 
conflicts between individual economic interest , social, and
 
poitical interest? The essential elements of the crime
 
problem lie much deeper than the criminal acts themselves, or
 
the immediate consequences. Crime is like a volcanic eruption
 
welling-up in the human body; criminal activities are
 
symptomatic of more fundamental conditions of personal or
 
social deficiency or unbalance which, unless corrected, have
 
led in the past and may lead in the future to far-reaching and
 
disastrous consequences (See p. LXVII). This view is a
 
sociological approach to crime.
 
Any approach to the study and understanding of crime
 
should include the process of ascertaining the factors of
 
personality and environment, both for the individual and the
 
general public, by which human attitudes and conduct are
 
35.U.S National Commission on the Observance and Enforcement
 
of the Law. (Washington, D.C.: 1931), p. LXVII.
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shaped in relation to the social organization. Also important
 
is how the laws are influenced and controlled in their
 
relation to each other, to the individual, and to the social
 
organization.
 
The ultimate remedy may not be found in repressive laws
 
or in efforts to suppress normal physical, emotional, or
 
mental expression, but in the study of the deeper causes, such
 
as abnormal or antisocial attitudes Or conduct and seeking to
 
remedy or to remove these causes both as to personality and
 
environment. Thus, the goal is to substitute normal or social
 
for abnormal or criminal attitudes. This requires that social
 
organizations should assume and discharge the responsibilities
 
which modern conditions impose; that acting through
 
appropriate agencies, it should do justice to the individual
 
and serve as essential measures of social protection.
 
MODERN POSITIVISTS; THE SOCIOLOGICAL SCHOOL OF THOUGHT
 
In 1939, Edwin Sutherland, the chief architect of modern
 
positivism or the modern sociological school, theorized that
 
crime is a learned behavior, and determined by the degree of
 
association. Sutherland enunciated the first explicit
 
statement of the theory of differential association in the
 
36. U.S National Commission on the Observance and Enforcement
 
of the Law, p. LXVII.
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form of seven propositions published in the first edition of
 
Principles of Criminology. However, after critical analysis by
 
both his students and colleagues, the 1939 statement of
 
Sutherland's theory of differential association was revised
 
and published in the fourth edition of Principles of
 
Criminology. The number of propositions was increased to nine;
 
according to Gaylord and Galliher, the theory of differential
 
association now reads: 1. Criminal behavior is learned. 2.
 
Criminal behavior is learned in interaction with other persons
 
in a process of communication. 3. The principal part of
 
learning criminal behavior occurs within intimate personal
 
groups. 4. When criminal behavior is learned, the learning
 
includes (a) techniques of committing the crime, which are
 
sometimes very complicated, sometimes very simple; and (b) the
 
specific direction of motives, drives, rationalization and
 
attitudes. 5. The specific direction of motives and drives is
 
learned from definitions of the legal codes as favorable or
 
unfavorable. 6. A person becomes delinquent because of an
 
excess of definitions favorable to violation of law over
 
definitions unfavorable to violation of law. 7. Differential
 
association may vary in frequency, duration, priority, and
 
intensity. 8. The process of learning criminal behavior by
 
association with criminal and anti-criminal patterns involve
 
all the mechanisms that are involved in any other learning
 
process. 9. Criminal behavior is a means to those general
 
needs and values of an individual since non-criminal behavior
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 is an expression of the same needs and values.^® At this
 
point, Rousseau's concept that crime is the result of a
 
defective and corrupt social system is notable by its absence
 
so is Rousseau's ability to foresee the need to search for the
 
root causes of criminal behavior and rehabilitate the
 
criminal.
 
In the early 1960s, the United States began to experience
 
waves of criminal activity, marked by riots in all major
 
cities. Los Angeles experienced the Watts riots of 1964,and
 
there were the Miami riots of 1964, and the New York riots of
 
1964. In addition, there was the assassination of President
 
Kennedy in 1963. The United States mounted a major effort to
 
determine the root causes of crimes: Following the enactment
 
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, President Johnson announced the
 
formation of the 1967 Presidential Commission on Crime, with a
 
mandate to determine the causes of crime. After two years
 
of exhaustive surveys, consultations, etc., the Commission
 
determined, among other things, that crime constituted a major
 
challenge for a free society. As a result the Commission
 
articulated seven major objectives and 200 recommendations,
 
which purportedly would enable the United States to get at the
 
root causes of crime. The root causes of crime included:
 
poverty, lack of education, unemployment, etc. For the purpose
 
36. Mark S. Gaylord and John F Galliher The Criminoloav of
 
Edwin Sutherland. 4th Edition, (New Brunswich, N.J.:
 
Transaction, 1988).
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of this project I will list the Coitutiission's seven objectives:
 
1. Preventing crime, 2. Finding new ways of dealing with
 
offenders, 3. Eliminating unfairness in the criminal justice
 
system, 4. Personnel, 5. Research, 6. Money, 7. Responsibility
 
for change. I will also discuss the first of these seven
 
objectives, preventing crime, as this project deems necessary.
 
THE PREVENTION OF CRIME.
 
The prevention of crime covers a wide range of
 
activities: eliminating social conditions closely associated
 
with crime; improving the ability of the criminal justice
 
system to detect, apprehend, judge, and reintegrate into their
 
communities those who commit crimes; and reducing the
 
situations in which crimes are most likely to be committed.
 
Getting at the root causes of crime requires improvements in
 
social conditions, eliminating poverty and urban blight and
 
slums.
 
FIND NEW WAYS TO DEAL WITH OFFENDERS
 
The Commission's second objective was the development of
 
a far broader range of alternatives for dealing with
 
offenders. This was based on the belief that while there are
 
some who must be completely segregated from society, there are
 
many instances in which segregation does more harm than
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good.^^ In addition, by concentrating the resources of
 
police, the court, and correctional agencies on the smaller
 
number of offenders who really need them, it should be
 
possible to give all offenders more effective treatment. This
 
particular objective accords with Beccaria's theory of
 
fairness and the due process doctrine.
 
ELIMINATION OF INJUSTICE
 
The third objective was to eliminate injustices so that
 
the criminal justice system could win the respect and
 
cooperation of all citizens. Our society must give the
 
police, the courts, and correctional agencies the resources
 
and the mandate to provide fair and dignified treatment for
 
all.
 
THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
 
The fourth objective was that police, judges,
 
\
 
prosecutors, defense attorneys, and correctional authorities
 
should achieve higher levels of knowledge, expertise,
 
initiative, and integrity so the criminal justice system could
 
improve its ability to control crime.
 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE RESEARCH
 
The fifth objective was that every segment of the
 
criminal justice system devote a significant part of its
 
37, Keve. Crime Control and Justice, p. 2
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resources for research, to insure the development of new and
 
effective methods of controlling crime.
 
INCREASED FUNDING FOR CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
 
The sixth objective was that the police, the courts and
 
correctional agencies would require substantially more money
 
if they are to control crime. Without adequate resources,
 
crime control is impossible. This marked the first time in
 
U.S. history that an independent agency determined that
 
resources and increased government expenditures were very
 
necessary for the criminal justice system.
 
THE INVOLVEMENT OF CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS
 
The seventh objective was to involve citizens, social-service
 
agencies, universities, religious institutions, civic and
 
business groups, and all kinds of governmental agencies
 
involved in planning and executing changes in the criminal
 
justice system. Based on these objectives, it was already
 
clear in 1967 that in order for crime control efforts to be
 
effective, all aspects of the social system must be mobilized.
 
OPTIMAL RESPONSE THEORY
 
In 1968, following the recommendation of the National
 
Commission on Crime, a band of modern economists that included
 
noted economist Gary Becker advanced the optimal response
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 theory. The observation made by Becker was that the public
 
should respond to criminal activities with optimal punishment.
 
Becker pointed out that state restrictions are numerous and
 
affect a broad range of activities, but he Claimed that the
 
expansion of legislation made it possible for violators of
 
federal and state laws and local ordinances to be discovered,
 
and convicted and punished. However, the nature and extent of
 
punishment differed from actiyitytO; activity and from person
 
to person. Becker's central question was "why are there
 
differences in punishmeht?'' But;why shouidn/t there be?
 
Implicitly, all pieces of crime legislation share a common
 
property, which is the amount of public resources used to
 
apprehend, convict and punish criminals. And what determines
 
the amount of resources and punishment used to enforce any
 
type of legislation? Becker therefore hypothesized that the
 
enforcement of a piece of legislation must involve the use of
 
optimum response to various categories of crimes to minimize
 
social loss. But, Becker must have foreseen a virtual society
 
where crimes could be reduced by optimal punishment. And
 
again, what is an optimal punishment? The severest punishment
 
available? Should that include torture, an eye for an eye?
 
At what cost to our free fociety?
 
Becker's optimal response propositions used an economic
 
rationale to answer to the recommendations of the President's
 
Crimes Commission on the dilemma of crimes in a free society.
 
Becker's model involved the use of marginal economic analysis
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to evaluate the cost of crime in a democracy and determine
 
what the public should do about it. It is imperative,
 
therefore, to understand that the cost of crime totalled $21
 
billion dollars in 1967, while as of 1985, crime had an annual
 
cost of $75 billion, or 1.3 percent of the GDP exclusive of
 
private cost.^^
 
In 1993, the cost of crime was $450 billion far in excess
 
of $300 billion U.S. Defense budget, according the
 
stastistical figures publiblished by Business Week in December
 
of that year. The economics of criminal activity includes:
 
shattered lives, $170 billion; the criminal justice system,
 
$90 billion; private protection, $65 billion, lost property,
 
$45 billion; medical care, $5 billion. It is safe to assiame,
 
therefore, that cost is the basis for Becker's argument, and
 
as such constitutes a significant distortion of Beccaria's
 
conventional crimes deterrence theory of 1776 and Bentham's
 
utilitarian doctrine. Becker's propositions constitute
 
simplistic solutions to a very complex social phenomenon.
 
The other assertion by Becker is that an economic
 
approach to crime must dispense with theories of anomie and
 
other sociological theories. This assertion does not warrant a
 
meaningful response, because in the early 1800s, positivists
 
challenged rational theory without any response from the
 
classical school of thought. It is of interest to reiterate
 
that Becacaria's theory constituted the basic principles of
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fairness and due process, which underlie how members of a free
 
society understand crime. Also, the criminal justice systems
 
is pervaded by these Beccarian principles, such as the respect
 
for natural and property rights.^®
 
Why did economists wait for almost two centuries to
 
revive the free choice and utilitarian theories and rebut
 
sociological views? Becker seemed oblivious to the fact that
 
free choice and utilitarian theories were aimed at the
 
reformation of the 18^^ century criminal justice system.
 
Given the prevailing social and economic conditions, people
 
realized that punishing criminals with vengeance was not an
 
effective deterrent to criminal activty. It seems safe to ask
 
was Becker on an electioneering campaign during a period in
 
American history that was mired in political assassinations,
 
riots, war and violent protest? Ironically, crime rose in the
 
same era of prosperity in the history of the United States.
 
How much public resources should be expended and how severe
 
should the punishment be to enforce crime legislation that
 
will lead to a reduction in crimes?
 
In 1996, Isaac Ehrlich said that the persistence of
 
illegal activity is not a new phenomenon; its regularity has
 
attracted the attention of classical economists such as
 
Bentham, Adam Smith, and William Paley. Smith observed in
 
1776 that crime is the unintended consequence of property
 
38. Keve, 1995, p. 25.
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accmnulation. In 1785, Paley discussed the factors
 
responsible for the differences in the range of probability
 
and the severity of penalties for differences in violent and
 
nonviolent crimes. Meanwhile Jeremy Bentham the father of
 
utilitarianism focused on the capabilities of both criminal
 
behavior and the optimal response by legal authorities to
 
reduce pain to the individual and society and thereby promote
 
pleasure. Ehrlich observed that it took almost two
 
centuries for economists such as Becker in 1968, and Fleisher
 
in 1966 to reconnect clasical economic theory and apply the
 
tools of economic analysis to provide public understanding of
 
criminal activity. Interestingly, economic analysis became
 
available only after the 1967 National Crime Commission issued
 
its report. It is of interest to note that both the "market
 
model" and "optimal crime control" policies are reactive
 
social policies. These two major propositions used a basic
 
economic framework to study crime. The market model
 
approachassumes that criminals are normal human beings
 
responding to market incentives, and thus there is no
 
justification for engaging in seif-serving choice. Without
 
going further, the optimal response theory is a distortion of
 
both Beccaria's and Bentham's rational choice theory.
 
39. Issac Ehrlich "Crime, Punishment, and the Market for
 
offenses."Journal of Economic Perspectives 10 (Winter 1996)
 
3-24.
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In 1975, James Q. Wilson stated (restated in 1985) that
 
he believed a free society could make more progress thinking
 
analytically and experimentally about crime and its control
 
than it could by exchanging slogans arid rehearsing and
 
recycling old ideblogies. In his view, there is no reason to
 
exaggerate the extent to which human nature or governmental
 
institutions can change according to plan. In other words,
 
political rhetoric and superficial crime policies are
 
inadequate. He declared that there is a body of scholarly
 
literature unavailable to the public that, if policyitiakers
 
took it seriously, could help them redirect, revamp and craft
 
effective crime control polices, from the present futile
 
effort to alter human nature by general progress and
 
individual rehabilitation to a more promising effort to
 
protect society by altering the choices facing the offender.'*®
 
So it was already clear that allocating 35 cents of each
 
dollar in Los Angeles and putting more Cops on the streets of
 
San Bernardino would not reduce the level of criminal
 
activities taking place in those counties. In light of these
 
resource allocations, central to this research project is this
 
question; is there a nexus between throwing public resources
 
at crime and sociological or utilitarian theories? If so, is
 
the amount of public resources being used to fight crime the
 
most effective and logical crime strategy in a free society?
 
40. Wilson, Thinking about Crime, p. 85
 
In order to derive a logical public view of crime, James
 
Q. Wilson found that people were often asked to discern the
 
root causes of crime. Many respondents, depending on their
 
political inclination replied, blacks, whites, liberals,
 
conservatives, incompetent schools, lenient judges, permissive
 
and brutal parents, the baby boom, the decline of organized
 
religion, the glorification of violence on television, drug
 
abuse and addiction, unemployment, economic disparities, the
 
capitalist system, the free enterprise system, the failure of
 
the American criminal justice systems, the failure of society,
 
etc. Other experts, including James Q.Wilson, are of the view
 
that Americans are not just concerned about crime because it
 
is expensive, because it is an economic issue, or because of
 
higher taxes. Crime arouses fear, and more often than not
 
causes injuries."®^ Regardless of your view, predatory crimes
 
perpetrated on innocent people result in the kind of fear that
 
constantly drives all races apart from one another; predatory
 
crime prevents the formation of human community. In virtually
 
all human communities, however primitive, predatory crimes
 
such as murder, burglaries, robberies, rapes and unprovoked
 
assaults, are not only bad and expensive, but also are
 
immoral, and as such are universally condemned.
 
41. Wilson, Crime. p. 25.
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Universally, predatory crime violates the societal social
 
contract. This research project adopts James Q. Wilson's
 
view.
 
COST OF CRIMINAL ACTIVITIES IN A FREE SOCIETY
 
In 1988, Mark Cohen included pain, suffering and fear
 
variables in the cost estimates of crime to victims. Also, he
 
noted the cost imposed by criminal activities on federal,
 
state, and local government in 1985i the three levels of
 
government spent $35 billion ainnualiy on jails, police forces,
 
and prosecution, according to Cohen (1988) and BJS (1985a)
 
estimates. Additionally, $22 billion is Spent by the private
 
sector on private security guards, alarm systems and other •
 
security devices. So any realistic crime cost estimates
 
relative to social loss must consider the individual cost, as
 
Cohen pointed out; that type incidence of crime impacts 25
 
percent of the homes in the U.S.
 
In 1994, Idelson articulated that the cost Of a political
 
consensus on crime is on the rise; the argument is supported
 
by the U.S. Senate-House final crime bill (HR 3355) package,
 
worth a total of $30.2 billion for punishment and prevention
 
programs, which is more than the amount approved in both
 
chambers of Congress. This particular bill provided for
 
42. Wilson, Crime, p. 25
 
43. Holly Idelson, "Cost of Anti-Crime Package Edges Past
 
$30 Billion," Congressional QuarterIv (1994): 1628
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generous authorizations for all major components of crime
 
control, such as prison construction, prevention programs and
 
hiring more police. It is significant that it marked the
 
first time federal crime authorization outstripped federal
 
spending on crime issues. Although this bill represents a
 
political consensus, it also bears both liberal and
 
conservative political ideologies: support for more prison
 
construction is favored by conservatives, while preventive
 
programs are favored by liberals, and the hiring of more
 
police officers has bipartisan support. President Clinton and
 
virtually all lawmakers agree that crime is a top priority for
 
the nation. However, there was no consensus on the death
 
penalty and the ban on assault weapon provisions. For example
 
conservatives insisted on lifting the ban on 19 types of
 
assault weapons and removing a provision of the bill to use
 
statistics to challenge a death sentence as racially
 
discriminatory or a violationthe Racial Justice Act, which was
 
favored by liberals. Why? "Get tough on crime" seemed to be
 
the prevailing public attitude, but why is there no consensus
 
on the death penalty and the ban on assault style weapons?
 
This lack of consensus goes back to Beccaria's argument, which
 
pointed out the need to preserve the rights of the accused.
 
Also in 1994, Paula Mergenhagen discussed the prison
 
population and pointed out that America's federal and state
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 prisons are ticking time bombs. The author observed that
 
one million people lived in both federal and state prisons,
 
while 3.7 million people were on parole, and half a million
 
people were confined in local jails. Those, 5.1 million
 
adults represent a little more than half of the population of
 
Los Angeles County, and almost the total population of the
 
counties of Riverside, Orange, and San Bernardino, which were
 
under some form of correctional supervision in spite of the
 
"get tough" policy. So in light of the optimal response to
 
crime, does the incarceration of 5.1 million people constitute
 
an effective way to relate means to an end? That is what this
 
research effort hopes to measure.
 
In 1996, Richard Freeman speculated on the reasons why
 
many young American men commit crimes and what might we do
 
about it. His observation showed that for the last two
 
decades more and more young American men, typically less
 
educated and black, have been involved in crime despite an
 
/ ;■ ■ ' 
increased threat of optimum punishment. It is that from mid­
1970s to mid-1990s, the United States roughly tripled the 
number of men in prison or jail, with the result that by 1993, 
one man was incarcerated for every 50 men in the workforce. 
44. Paula Mergenhagen, "The Prison Population Bomb," American 
Demographics 18 Issue 2(February, 1996): 36. 
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The incapacitation of so many criminals should have reduced
 
the crime rate if the worst offenders are in prison, they
 
cannot mug anyone, roh or commit illegal activities against
 
the public.
 
In consideration of the cost of crime in a free society,
 
the New York Times in 1995 described the fiscal stress in
 
California as one of the major detrimental effects of crimes
 
on society. California spent more on prisons than on higher
 
education in a 15-year period beginning in 1980. Spending on
 
prisons rose from two percent of the state budget in 1980 to
 
9.9 percent in 1995, in contrast to state spending on higher
 
education, which shrunk from 12.6 percent in 1980 to 9.5
 
percent in 1995. In discussing why young American men commit
 
crimes. Freeman pointed to the New York Times (April 12,
 
1995, p. A21) report that characterized the situation in
 
California as one of the unintended consequences of a "get
 
tough" policy. California has one of highest niamber of prison
 
inmates-the inmate population increased from 23,500 to 126,100
 
over the period from 1980-1985, and 17 new prisons were
 
built. This rise in public expenditures is one of the
 
direct consequences of the state's "three strikes" law.'^®
 
45. Richard Freeman, ""Why So Many Young Americans Commit
 
Crimes and What Can Be Done About It," Journal of Economic
 
Perspectives 10(1996): 25-42.
 
46. Annonymous (Ed). "Crime and Punishment," The Economist
 
Volume 339, no. 7969, 1996. 23-25.
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CRIME RATES DECLINE IN THE 1990s: FACT OR FICTION?
 
There seems to be an infinitesimal decline in crime rates
 
recently. In the 1996, Elia Kacapyr pointed out that FBI
 
statistical reports showed that in the 1990s, the number of
 
reported crimes in the U.S. had declined. Is this
 
observation which was reported in popular press, a fact or
 
fiction? The FBI crime statistical indicators showed a two
 
percent drop in 1995, in addition to drops of three percent in
 
1992, two percent in 1993, and one percent in 1994. The
 
article concluded that the dip in crime helped boost the Index
 
of Well-Being significantly. However, it is perplexing why
 
the cost of the federal anti-crime package has edged past $30
 
billion. But an in-depth look at research data, such as the
 
cost of crime and the number of reported crimes for each city,
 
should provide some useful insight. Also, we have to be aware
 
that crime data, as reported in the popular press, is
 
unreliable. The FBI uses hierarchical reporting techniques:
 
if a woman reports that she was raped and her vehicle was
 
stolen at the same time, the FBI records the rape and not the
 
stolen vehicle. Local police decide how many crimes are to be
 
reported: if a city like San Bernardino wanted to create an
 
47. Kacapyr, Elia."Crime Connection: Index of Well-Being."
 
America Demographics Volume 18 (August, 1996). 10-11.
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impression as a very liveable place, the mayor and police
 
chief could compile a low crime rate -^manipulate one of the
 
statistics in favorable direction.
 
In 1996/ an anonymous author argued eloquently about
 
"crime and punishment" in The Economist, cautioning that
 
policy-makers in the world at large should not admire recent
 
falls in i^erican crime rates and the "get tough" policies.
 
These assertiohs and contentions are that the American
 
criminal justice policies embody a dangerous misconception,
 
because "get tough on crime" policies are a simplistic
 
solution to complex social problems, and Americans have
 
misconceptions about crime. This argument was supported by
 
Gallup poll data showing that Americans are afraid of crime,
 
and America is the most punitive nation when compared to
 
Canada and other western European countries. People put crime
 
first or second, according to Gallup polls and the
 
International Crime Survey. When asked what should happen to a
 
young burglar who has committed more than one offense such as
 
someone who stole a slice of pizza, it is of interest that 53
 
percent of Americans affirmed that he should go to prison,
 
while 37 percent of English and Welsh, 22 percent of Italians,
 
and 13 percent of Germans, French and Canadians felt that
 
way. The United States is the most punitive among the
 
industrialized nations of the world, and local governments
 
48. Annonymous ed., "Crime and Punishment," The Economist
 
Volume 339, no. 7969, (June 1996). 23-25.
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responsible for crime control policies have yet to craft an
 
effective public response to this complex social phenomenon.
 
CONCLUSION OF REVIEW AND CRITIQUE OF LITERATURE
 
The focus of this research project is on the relationship
 
between public expenditures and crime in the counties of Los
 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and San Diego.
 
Crime is a complex social phenomenon, and a rational
 
understanding of the causes of crime is indispensable in a
 
liberal society if sound crime theories are to serve as a
 
guide for public policy responses to criminal activities.
 
It is of interest to point out that Mergenhagen stated
 
that public expenditure relative to crime in 1967 wwere $21
 
billion; in 1985, $35 billion; in 1990, $75 billion; in 1993,
 
$450 billion; and in 1994, the U.S. Congress approved an anti-

crime package worth $30.2 billion. At the same time, the level
 
of reported criminal activity has been on the rise, with 5.1
 
million Americans under the supervision of the criminal
 
justice system. And one million people are housed in federal
 
and state prisons, 3.7 million people are on parole, and half
 
a million people are confined in local jails.
 
This literature review started with the philosophical
 
views of both Thomas Hobbes and Jean-Jacque Rousseau about the
 
nature of man relative to crime. Hobbes advanced the view that
 
man is a creature of his senses, and as a result, man always
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makes a rational calculation of every action. Crime is a
 
rational act calculated for its advantages. Rousseau, however,
 
disagrees with the Hobbesian concept that man is intrepid and
 
seeks only to attack. Rousseau emphasized that man is
 
naturally good and there is nothing as timid as man in a
 
natural setting. Man can only act in an unnatural way until
 
corrupted by a defective social system within society.
 
Rousseau also believed man is derserving of pity and
 
sympathety. These two views laid the foundation for both the
 
classical and positivist schbols of thought.
 
The classical/utilitarian and positivist theories of
 
crime stem from these two philosophical concepts about hioman
 
nature. The classical theory of Crime was an eighteenth-

century reform movement championed by Cesare Beccaria, who
 
absorbed from Hobbes that the essence of government was to
 
provide the greatest happiiness for the greatest number. And
 
Jeremy Bentham, was the father of utilitarianism, read
 
Beccaria's ideas and learned from Hobbes that nature has
 
placed mankind under two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure.
 
Man commits crimes to increase his pleasure and to increase
 
pain for others. Punishment for crime is to inflict pain on
 
the criminal in order to offset the loss to society, which
 
will result in increased pleasure for the greatest number. In
 
fact, the aim of this reform movement was to reform the
 
criminal justice system with the provision of the rationale
 
behind hiiman nature as reflected in the actions of man,
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especially those activities prohibited by law that are
 
punishable by law. Prior to the Age of Enlightenment,
 
punishment for crime was with vengeance, an eye for an eye.
 
Criminal prosecution was arbitrary, characterized by racial
 
and religious dogma, secret accusations and indictments. Take,
 
for instance the vagrancy law, which provided harsh penalties
 
for unemployed persons on city streets in fourteenth-century
 
England."^® There was no systematic logic within the system.
 
Beccaria intuitively saw a virtue in criminal law, and felt
 
man could be made virtuous. It was out of sympathy for those
 
accused of crime that Beccaria advanced his reform proposals,
 
which led to the fairness and due process doctrines. It is
 
necessary for a free society to understand the nature of man
 
in relation to crime, to be fair and accord the accused
 
criminal due process. Being fair to the accused criminal and
 
the due process procedure is the acid test for a free society.
 
It should be emphasized that the classical theory stated
 
that the utility of punishment is to deter crime. Punishment
 
for crime should only be sufficient and harsh enough to offset
 
the social loss. The death penalty should be abolished
 
because the irreparable harm to the individual may well
 
constitute organized violence against that individual.
 
49. Paul W.Keve, Crime and Control and Justice in America;
 
Searchinafor Facts and Answers. (Chicago: American Library
 
Association, 1995).
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The Positivist crime theory emerged because of the
 
inapplicability of the classical/utilitarian theory to complex
 
unique criminal acts created by a defective social system. The
 
rise of the new sciences of sociology, psychology, biology and
 
statistics enabled proponents to theorize that human behavior
 
is deterministic. Sociologists and psychologists agreed with
 
Rousseau that a defective environment creates social
 
conditions that are either environmentally conditioned or
 
hereditary, and as such give rise to criminal behavior.
 
Positivists concurred with Rousseau's rebuttal, that man was
 
naturally endowed with goodness and therefore capable of pity
 
and sympathy. Abnormal behavior is an aggregate of social and
 
environmental factors, which creates poverty, slums,
 
environmental degradation, and deprivations. All these factors
 
are the causes of crime. The government should not punish
 
criminals if it is unwilling to do something about poverty,
 
slums and deprivation.
 
Economist Gary Becker and another small band of modern
 
economists have somewhat revived rational crime theory. In
 
1968, Becker advanced the optimal reponse crime theory after
 
the results of the 1967 President's Crime Commission. Becker
 
believed that criminals are driven by market incentives, and
 
therefore it is logical for the public to respond to criminal
 
activity with the severest penalties. Back in the 1700s,
 
during the Age of Enlightenment, proponents of a reform
 
movement saw the lack of logic in the criminal justice system.
 
and introduced the fairness and due process doctrines. The
 
classical and utilitarian theories emphasized that the use of
 
punishment is to deter criminal activity. The severity of
 
punishment for crime is of no utility. Becker's optimal
 
response theory is thus a distortion of classical theory
 
because vengeance does not deter crime. This research project
 
summarily rejects the optimal response crime theory.
 
In siammation, this project adopts the view of James Q
 
Wilson, restated in 1985, that a free society can make more
 
progress thinking analytically and experimentally about crime
 
and its control than by exchanging slogans and rehearsing and
 
recycling old ideologies. In his view, there is no reason to
 
exaggerate the extent to which human nature or governmental
 
institutions can change according to plan. There is no
 
common, acceptable, prevailing crime theory in our free
 
society. ^ In light of prevailing crime theory, is there a
 
correlation between reactive public policy to crime and rising
 
criminal activities?
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 : NOTES
 
CHAPTER 1
 
1. "Free Society" in this context denotes a democratic
 
society like the United States of America, where every member
 
of the society has specific basic rights protected by the
 
constitution of the society.
 
2. According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics
 
Bulletin, federal, state, and local governments in the United
 
States spent $74 billion in fiscal year 1990 for civil and
 
criminal justice (U.S. Department of Justice: Office of
 
Justice Programs: Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletin,
 
1990).
 
3. Vengeance became the public policy of the State of
 
California; David Schichor and Dale Sechrest said in 1996 that
 
it will cost the state $5.5 billion annually, or $16,000 per
 
serious crime prevented under the Jones Three Strikes
 
provision.Three Strikes and You're Out: Vengeance as public
 
policy, by David Schichor and Dale Sechrest (eds). Sage
 
Publications 1996, 81.
 
4. The Los Angeles Times story and the amount of money
 
devoted to crime contfcol by the City of Los Angeles prompted
 
this study.
 
5. This incident was originally reported by all the
 
major news networks and by syndicated columnist Blaine Harden
 
56
 
of the Washington Post, and published by the Los Angeles Times
 
6/25/91 p. A12.
 
6. This incident recieved wide spread newspaper and
 
television coverage.
 
7. In 1994, Paula Mergenhagen stated that 5.1 million
 
Amerricans live in "the big house," which in this context
 
refers to local, state and federal prison systems, jails, etc.
 
8. Wilson said that both liberals and conservatives are
 
of the view that crime control could be accomplished by
 
getting at the "root causes" of crime, tough prison sanctions,
 
use of "capital punishment"
 
9. See p. 22 of Grime and Human Nature for the meaning
 
of crime. Crime, in Wilson and Herrnstein in 1985, "is any
 
act in violation of the law that prohibits it, and which there
 
is an authorized punishment for its commission."
 
10. Schichor and Sechrest (eds.) reiterated that "broken
 
families, dysfunctional families, pocerty,.sociopathic
 
inclinations and drug culture," 199$, p. 83, are some of the
 
root causes of violent crimes well known to the society.
 
11. Jeremy Bentham is the father of Utilitarian doctrine,
 
he owe a deal to Beccaria who was the first to advance the
 
principles of Utilitarianism.
 
12. Both Beccaria and Bentham derived their ideas from
 
Hobbes.
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13. utilitarianism refers to the use of punishment in a
 
society to instill moral values.
 
14. "His" as used in this context is gender neutral.
 
15. on the principles of fairness and due process
 
16. In Hobbes own words diffidence or insecurity creates
 
the need for personal safety.
 
17. for more discussions of Hobbes memorable
 
qualification of man.
 
18. According to academic literature, Cesare Beccaria
 
was only 26 years of age when he completed work on the essay
 
Dei delitti e delle pene in January 1764.
 
19. Whatsoever refers not only to the individual but
 
also the every measure of government.
 
20. The interest of the community is the aggregate sum
 
of the individual persons, because a community is a ficticious
 
body composed of the individual persons who are considered
 
constituent members.
 
21. Wilson et al. pointed out that Rousseau sized the
 
failure of Hobbes to include natural sentiments such as
 
compassion and sympathy.
 
22. I am indebted to Philip Jenkins, whose publication
 
enabled me to trace the facts which led to a break with
 
rational crime theory.
 
23. Philip Jenkins quoted Quetelet as follows: "We can
 
count in advance how many individuals will soil their hands
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with blood of their fellows, how many will be swindlers, how
 
many poisoners, almost as we can in advance the births and
 
deaths that will take place . . . Here is a budget which we
 
meet with a frightful regularity - it is that of the prisons,
 
chains, and the scaffold."
 
24. Anomie is a derivative of Greek that denotes a
 
state in which normative conduct or beliefs have weakend,
 
commonly characterized by personal disorientation.
 
25. "Social vacuum," characterized by unfulfilled
 
expectations, dreams, and detachment from the cooperative
 
action of the society at large.
 
26. Clifford Shaw, in an address presented as the
 
Administrative Director of the Chicago Area Project and Head
 
of the Department of Sociology at the Institute of Juvenile
 
Research in Chicago, said that most European immigrants in the
 
United States were people of rural backgrounds, unfamiliar
 
with the complex problem of living in industrial cities. They
 
were people who quite understandably tried to rear their
 
children just as they had themselves been reared in their
 
villages and small towns. What they did not realize was that
 
the supporting moral force of the village and the small town
 
was absent in the big city. Not only was this moral force
 
absent but in addition their children were exposed to
 
experiences in the neighborhoods that gave positive
 
encouragement to delinquent conduct.
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27. See report by the 1931 National Commission on Law
 
Observance and Lawlessness, p. LXVII.
 
The major criticism against the 1975 edition of James Q.
 
Wilson's work was that crime control policies should not be
 
directed at the root causes of crime.
 
28. Cohen cited Bureau of Justice Statistics for 1985 in
 
his crime costs estimation.
 
29. California's Three Strikes" law was passed by the
 
State Assembly some time in the early 1990s. This "get tough"
 
policy on crime has been widely admired all over the world.
 
30. The anonymous author's position is that crime in
 
America is violent and irrational—send him to the big house
 
is for stealing a slice of pizza is just the policy.
 
31. Paul Keve, pp. 14-15, said laws are developed to
 
serve the interests of those in power, and cited sociologist
 
William Chambliss, who noted "the critical role played by
 
social conflict in the generation of criminal law."
 
60
 
CHAPTER TWO; RESEARCH DESIGN AND ANALYSIS
 
This research design is an effort to answer the following
 
research questions: 1. Is the public policy response to crime
 
working? 2. Do increases in public expenditures lead to a
 
decline in crime rates? or associated with a decline in crime
 
rates? In light of these questions, it is hoped that this
 
research effort will also answer the null hypothesis:
 
increased funding for the local criminal justice system will
 
cause a decline in crime rates.
 
In order to answer these underlying research questions,
 
it is necessary to summarize public expenditures, which turn
 
the costs of a local criminal justice system into an
 
independent variable(IV). Crime, which is a complex social
 
phenonmenon, is summarized into a dependent variable(DV). I
 
assumed crime would be affected by the cost elements of the
 
criminal justice system, because the CJS control techniques
 
are the main objects of public expenditures, whose
 
effectiveness this project hopes to determine.
 
Further, the IV represents the three major components and
 
subcategories of local government criminal justice systems
 
(CJS): county police, courts, and corrections systems.^ The
 
county Sheriff or county police, like all police departments,
 
has the primary responsibility for identification,
 
apprehension and delivery of those accused of crime to the
 
courts/judicial system.^ To be succinct, the courts are
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responsible for the protection of individual rights.^ The
 
judicial system generally determines whether those charged by
 
the county ;law enforcement'agericies are guilty or innocent. ;
 
If the accused is found guilty, the judicial System metes out
 
a predetermined punishment.^
 
The correction system:is cdmprised of the entire range of
 
punishment, treatment and rehabilitation programs used by
 
local governments. This system includes: jails, prisons,
 
community treatment programs reformatories, correction
 
institutions; probation, parole (parole is a State
 
reponsibility^) ;
 
It should be kept in mind that these components of the
 
CJS are the objects of public expenditures in each of the five
 
local governmentsi, whidK are hereinafter referred to as unit
 
of analysis (UA). And, that the primary goal of this research
 
project is to determine the effects of the independent
 
variable on the dependent variable, in order to answer the
 
research questions. Depending on the empirical evidence, the
 
project will either accept or reject the null hypothesis.
 
Crime is a dependent variable and is usually categorized
 
into violent and nonviolent crimes, but the focus of this
 
50. Howard Abadinsky. Law & Justice: An Introduction to the
 
American Legal System. 2nd ed. (Chicago: Nelson-Hall, 1991).
 
See also Gerald D.Robin, Introduction To The Criminal Justice
 
Svstem. (New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1990).
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 project is on both categories. No attempts were made to
 
distinguish other Subcategories of crime, such as juvenile
 
delinquency, nor was any age distinction made, because that is
 
not the focus of this investigation. "Crimes" includes:
 
homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault,
 
burglary, motor vehicle theft, larceny theft and arsons As a
 
cautionary note, it is possible there may not be any
 
significant relationship between the IV and DV; therefore, we
 
should prudently assume there may be some intervening
 
variables.®
 
Possible intervening variables are the local population
 
and rate of unemployment. It is the hope that these
 
intervening variables would give further insights if there are
 
inconelusive relationships between the independent and
 
dependent variables. In light of the evidence uncovered in the
 
literature review, it is of interest to note that these
 
intervening variables, especially the rate of unemployment,
 
appear to have a significant impact on crime rates.
 
In order to obtain an objective perspective on the
 
relationship between public expenditures and crime, this
 
project focused on the counties of Los Angeles, Orange,
 
Riverside, San Bernardino and San Diego, which will be
 
hereafter referred to as this project's unit(s) of analysis
 
(UA). Counties were chosen as UA because crime control is one
 
of the primary responsibilities of local governments. And each
 
unit of analysis has a criminal justice system that has the
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primary task of maintaining order and preserving the peace.
 
Therefore, we could prudently make assumptions about why CJS
 
are designated in every budget: doevm reviewed as public
 
safety and categorized as subcomponerits of county criminal
 
justice systems into: county sheriff / police / courts /
 
judiciary, and corrections / jails.
 
DATA COLLECTION METHO
 
The first major effort was to identify budget (IV) and
 
crime (DV) profile documents for each unit of analysis; given
 
the focus of this research, it was impossible to compile
 
primary data. Secondary data were the most appropriate, and
 
the data collection methodology involved telephone inquiries
 
to each county's seat of government in order to find out the
 
location of the public documents depository. The budget
 
documents for Los Angeles and San Bernardino counties were
 
located at the law libraries; they serve as partial federal
 
government depositories of public documents because each
 
county law library has different mission and population needs.
 
The budget documents for the County of Riverside were
 
available at University of California Riverside library.^ I
 
made an assumption thereafter about the availability of budget
 
documents in the other county law libraries the Counties,
 
those of Orange and San Diego. I assumed that the Orange
 
County law library in Santa Ana and the City of San Diego law
 
library could be the location of each county's budget
 
documents, but that assumption was wrong. Subsequently, trips
 
to Orange County were abortive and afterwards unsuccessful
 
attempts were made to locate the budget documents at this
 
County's library. Because of the erroneous assumptions, an
 
additional inquiry directed the research efforts to the County
 
Comptroller's office, whereupon Orange County's budget
 
documents were,made available for a fee to cover photocopying
 
expenses.
 
In regard to the budget documents of San Diego County,
 
several unsuccessful research attempts and telephone calls to
 
the County's law library led to a subsequent redirection to
 
the San Diego County Controller's office. Amelba Marco
 
disclosed over the telephone that the budget information for
 
the past decade was available on microfiche, for a fee, and
 
these particular documents were also available through the
 
California Department of Justice (DOJ).^^ The decision was
 
made to obtain the ten year budgetary data from the DOJ, in
 
conjunction with other publications available at the
 
California State University San Bernardino library. The San
 
Diego County budget data were obtained, compared and found to
 
be in complete agreement with the data that
 
51. Edith Hornor. California Cities. Town, Counties; Basic
 
Data Profile for Municipalities and Counties. (Palo Alto,
 
California: Information Publications, 1988 - 1996).
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Amelba Marco gave over the telephone. This conversation and
 
data exchange helped conserve this project's research
 
resources.
 
With the five counties' budget documents in hand, public
 
expenditures data for each county from the 1984/85 through
 
1993/94 fiscal years were obtained. These, thereafter,
 
secondary data for each county's criminal justice system
 
expenditures were tabulated to establish each county's
 
spending trend from 1985 to 1994, and for comparative
 
analysis.(see tables 2.1-2.5 for Los Angeles County, Orange
 
County, Riverside County, San Bernardino County, and San Diego
 
County. And appendices A: Los Angeles County, B; Orange
 
County, C: Riverside County, D; San Bernardino County, and E:
 
San Diego County.)
 
In addition to budget documents showing criminal justice
 
expenditures, other major research efforts were directed
 
toward obtaining each county's crime profile from the State of
 
California Department of Justice (DOJ). These documents
 
contained profiles of criminal activities for each county, as
 
did other documents published by the DOJ that are usually
 
referenced by the Federal Bureau of Investigation's (FBI)
 
uniform crimes reports across the United States of America
 
from 1985 through 1994. This research project obtained uniform
 
crime profile data from other sources at the California State
 
University, San Bernardino library, and county law libraries,
 
but these library crime data were incomplete. Therefore, it
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was reasonable to contact the DOJ for the most current county
 
crime profiles. DOJ representatives dispatched hardbound
 
copies by mail in addition to the uniform crimes reported and
 
published by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). Crime
 
data obtained from the DOJ and the FBI were compared and
 
contrasted for uniformity.® Thereafter, the crime rates for
 
each of the five counties were obtained and tabulated to
 
establish trends of crime incidences from 1985 through 1994.
 
See tables 2.1-2.5 for Los Angeles County, Orange County,
 
Riverside County, San Bernardino County, and San Diego County.
 
And appendices A; Los Angeles County, B: Orange County, C:
 
Riverside County, D: San Bernardino County, and E: San Diego
 
County.
 
Also, this research project obtained demographic data,
 
population estimates for California cities and counties, from
 
the California demographic research units from 1985 through
 
1994. These data show trends in population growth for the five
 
units of analysis. Additionally, rates Of unemployment data
 
were also obtained from the California Employment Development
 
Department (EDD) for the five counties from 1985 to 1994, for
 
comparative analysis and tabulation comparison tables 2.1-2.5
 
for Los Angeles County, Orange County, Riverside County, San
 
Bernardino County, and San Diego County. And appendices A: Los
 
Angeles County, B: Orange County, C: Riverside County, D: San
 
Bernardino County, and E; San Diego County.
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PLAN / REVIEW INSTRUMENT
 
A detailed guided this research effort in reviewing
 
budget and crime profile documents, as well as the extensive
 
and frequent visits to various libraries to collect and budget
 
and crime data. Telephone inquiries were helpful and made the
 
difference in locating the county law libraries for Los
 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and San Diego
 
counties, as well as to find out who is the official custodian
 
of county's budget records. Each county's budget documents and
 
DOJ publications were obtained and carefully reviewed for
 
relevant secondary data: cost and crime data. The following
 
questions were used to guide the review process and to
 
obtained secondary research data:
 
What were the objects of public expenditures for each
 
county's criminal justice system, from the 1984/85 fiscal
 
year through the 1993/94 fiscal year?
 
How much money /public funds / public resources were
 
appropriated and obligated to the CJS by each county's
 
Board of Supervisors for public safety?
 
Did the expenditures/ money / public funds / public
 
resources appropriated and obligated by each county's
 
Board of Supervisor show decreases or increases in public
 
expenditures for the criminal justice systems, from the
 
1984/85 through 1993/94 fiscal years?
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What were the overall trends of public expenditures for
 
the criminal justice systems from the 1984/85 through the
 
1993/94 fiscal years?
 
What were the total dollar amounts appropriated and
 
obligated by each county's Board of Supervisors for each
 
county's CJS?
 
What were the overall trends in criminal activities for
 
each county from 1985 through 1994?
 
What were the number of crimes and categories of crimes:
 
homicides, forcible rapes, aggravated assaults, motor
 
vehicle thefts, burglary, larceny-thefts, and arson,
 
reported by various county law enforcement agencies to
 
the DOJ?
 
What was the population trend from 1985 through 1994 for
 
each county or unit of analysis?
 
Cohort distribution within the population was not
 
determined.
 
What were the rates of unemployment from 1985 through
 
1994?
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HYPOTHESIS TESTING
 
Based on the underlying research questions, this project
 
hypothesized that; Increased public funding for local criminal
 
justice systems will lead to a decline in crime rates (null
 
hypothesis). In light of this hypothesis, empirical data,
 
consisting of expenditures, crime, population, and
 
unemployment data, were used to test the validity of this null
 
hypothesis and to determine the relationship between the
 
independent and dependent variables for each unit of analysis.
 
In light of this hypothesis, it is imperative to
 
determine the overall expenditures for the five units of
 
analysis (UA), and the aggregate number of crimes reported by
 
local law enforcement agencies to the California Department of
 
Justice (DOJ), see comparison tables for Los Angeles County,
 
Orange County, Riverside County, San Bernardino County, and .
 
San Diego County
 
These tables show that the total combined expenditures
 
for the past ten years starting from the 1984/85 through the
 
1993/94 fiscal years, for the counties of Los Angeles, Orange,
 
Riverside, San Bernardino and San Diego were $45.83 billion.
 
The aggregate number of crimes reported by the five county law
 
enforcement agencies to the California DOJ, was 6.4 million,
 
from 1985 through 1994.
 
From 1985 through 1994, the number of homicides increased
 
from 1,792 to 22,853; forcible rapes increased from 6,338 to
 
64,782; robberies increased from 59,772 to 744,878; aggravated
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assaults increased from 61,297 to 1,004,175; burglaries
 
increased from 250,214 to 2,380,990; motor vehicle thefts
 
increased from 127,933 to 1,903,435; larceny-thefts increased
 
from 451,084 to 4,815,127; and arson increased from 11,758 to
 
11,850. The average CJS expenditures were $4.6 billion, or an
 
increase of 8.0 percent in annual expenditures, while crime
 
increased by an average number of 638,251.1 per year. Based
 
on these increased expenditures, and crime rates for the five
 
counties, increased funding for local CJS systems did not lead
 
to a decline in crime rates. This research project succinctly
 
rejects this null hypotheses as invalid.
 
RESEARCH ANALYSIS
 
Overall, from 1985 through 1994, law enforcement agencies
 
in the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
 
Bernardino and San Diego reported violent crime:0.02 million
 
homicides; 0.7 million forcible rapes; 0.8 million robberies;
 
1.0 million aggravated assaults, and nonviolent crimes: 1.9
 
million motor vehicle (M.V.) thefts, 2.4 million burglaries,
 
4.9 million larceny-thefts, and 0.1 million arsons, to the
 
California Department of Justice (DOJ). It is necessary to
 
test the null hypothesis against empirical data from each UA.
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UNIT OF ANALYSIS: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
 
Appendix A and tables 1-7 for County of Los Angeles,
 
shows that in the County of Los Angeles, the total
 
expenditures for the past ten years, starting from the 1984/85
 
through 1993/94 fiscal years, was $30 billion. According to
 
the California DOJ, the aggregate number of crimes was 6.4
 
million from 1985 through 1994, as reported by the Los Angeles
 
law enforcement agency.
 
From 1984 through 1994, the average niomber of crimes
 
reported was 638,251.1, which represents a 1.43 percent annual
 
change. It is of interest that the average Los Angeles County
 
CJS expenditures was $3.01 billion or a 7.10 percent annual
 
change in expenditures. Based on these changes, increased
 
public expenditures for the Los Angeles county CJS system did
 
not lead to a decline in crime rates. This project rejects the
 
null hypothesis.
 
Also, the Los Angeles County data—demographic data show
 
that the average population was 8,737,080 with a 1.32 percent
 
annual change, and the average rate of unemployment was 4.79
 
percent, or 323,130 people. Appendix Artables 1-7. Population
 
data compiled by the California Population Research Unit shows
 
that the population of Los Angeles County increased from
 
8,090,300 to 9.2 million people. In addition, the Employment
 
Development Department stated that
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COUNTY OF LOS MfGELES: CRIME RATES, EXPENDITURES, POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crime Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
, % ;
■ % ■ % ment 
Change Change Change Change 
1985 593,000 a : 1,996,468,000 0 8,090,300 0 281,000 0 
1986 624,440 : 5 :V: 2,132,813,000 7 8,286,100 2 ■ ■ 274,500 ' -2 . 
1987 585,397 2,381,424,000 12 8,452,200 2 248,000 -10 
1988 605,397 -^ .'■3. .V 2,560,289,000 8 8,585,300 2 276,400 12 
1989 663,085 10 2,874,063,000 12 , 8,706,200 2 241,600 -13 
1990 670,628 ■ •I: - . . 3,163,966,000 10 8,832,500 2 266,200 10 
1991 697,852 4 ■ 3,499,954,000 11 8,963,700 2 368,100 39 
Co
 1992 690,928 ^ li- ■. 3,929,634,000 12 9,074,400 1 430,600 17 
1993 652,939 -6-- 3,671,409,000 -7 9,158,800 1 433,400 1 
1994 598,845 : -9 : 3,905,088,000 6 r 9,221,300 1 411,500 -5 
Average 638,251 I- ■ 3,011,510,800 2 8,737,080 5 323,130 50 
Sources: County of Los Angeles Final Budget, Califorhia Department of Finance, 
Population and Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Justice, and 
California Employment Development Department. 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, 1985-1994. 
the Los Angeles unemployment average was 4.79 percent, or
 
323,130 people were unemployed in Angeles County from 1985
 
through 1994. In light of this null hypothesis, the average
 
Los Angeles County expenditures from 1989 and 1990 were $3.02
 
billion or 10 percent annual change. The county population was
 
8,832,500 people, or 1.43 percent annual change. In the same
 
period, 253,900 county residents were unemployed and the crime
 
rate was 5.34 percent. For a complete perspective on the
 
effects of expenditures, population and unemployment see
 
appendix A, Trends in Demographics. Based on these data it
 
should be inferred that some constituent elements of the local
 
population and rates of unemployment could have had a strong
 
influence on crime rates. It is safe to reject the null
 
hypothesis, and say that increased expenditures for the local
 
CJS did not lead to decline in crime rates but instead led to
 
an ironic increase in crime rates.
 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS: COUNTY OF ORANGE
 
Table 2.2 and appendix B for Orange County shows that
 
the Orange county criminal justice expenditures from the
 
1985/86 through the 1994/95 fiscal years totalled
 
approximately $5,817,472,147.00 billion, for an annual
 
expenditure of $581, 747, 215 million dollars. Both violent
 
and nonviolent crimes totalled 1.4 million: an average of
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135,946.3 crimes per year. Violent crime were categorized as
 
follows; 1,424 homicides; 6,075 forcible rape; 47,550,504
 
robberies; 63,419 aggravated assaults; Burglary was 300,664;
 
182,349 motor vehicle thefts; 745,733 larceny thefts; and
 
12,249 arsons.
 
Also, demographic and labor force data show significant
 
population and rate of unemployment increases for the Orange
 
County for this period under considerations. Population
 
statistical data for compiled by California Population
 
Research Unit shows that the population of Orange County
 
increased by an average of 2.18 percent, from 2,094,440 to
 
2,598,100 people. According to the Employment Development
 
Department, the county's rate of unemployment was 5.3 percent
 
or 59,690 people were unemployed from 1985 to 1994. For a
 
complete perspectives on expenditures, population and
 
employment, see table 2.2 for Orange County and Appendix B:
 
tables 8-14. Based on these data, it should be inferred that
 
some constituent elements of the local population and rates of
 
unemployment could have had a strong influence on crime rates.
 
It is safe to reject the null hypothesis, and say that
 
increased expenditures did not lead to decline in crime rates,
 
but led to an ironic increase in crime rates.
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TABLE 2.2:
 
COUNTY OF ORANGE; CRIME RATE, EXPENDITURES, POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crime Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual 
% % % ment % 
Change Change Change Change 
1985 127,804 0 361,814,340 0 2,094,440 0.00 52,200 0 
1986 132,908 4 438,867,074 21 2,193,200 4.72 49,500 -5 
1987 128,327 4 524,496,711 24 2,243,500 2.40 42,200 15 
1988 132,978 4 544,629,408 6 2,292,300 2.18 40,800 -3 
1989 138,885 4 631,271,558 240 2,344,200 2.26 41,500 2 
1990 145,101 5 636,301,993 1 2,398,400 2.31 47,100 14 
1991 145,995 1 617,192,694 -5 2,450,200 2.16 68,600 46 
1992 142,066 -3 691,822,716 20 2,504,700 2.22 88,800 30 
1993 136,474 -4 749,081,141 116 2,555,100 2.01 89,800 1 
1994 128,925 -6 621,996,512 17 2,598,100 1.68 76,400 15 
Average 1,359,463 9 5,817,474,147 224 2,367,414 2.19 59,690 5 
Sources: County of Orange Final Budget, California Department of Finance Population and
 
Demographic Research Unit, California Employment Development Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the U.S. Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation,1985-1994.
 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
 
Table 2.3 and appendix C: table 15-21 for Riverside
 
County shows that in Riverside County, the criminal justice
 
expenditures from the 1985/86 through the 1994/95 fiscal years
 
totalled $2.61 billion ($2,606,278,053). According to the
 
California dOJ,the aggregate number of crimes, both violent
 
and nonviolent crime totalled 872,544. 1,195 homicides, 4,165
 
forcible rape; 26,502 robberies; 81,328 aggravated assaults;
 
nonviolent, or property crime; there were 234,336 burglaries;
 
106,972 motor vehicle thefts; 410,972 larceny thefts; and
 
7,936 arsons. In light of this research hypothesis, the
 
average annual expenditures increased by 11 percent, or
 
$260.63 million, and the average crime reported by local law
 
enforcement agencies increased by 5.08 percent annually, or an
 
average of 83,459.7: from 59,741 in 1985 to 97,200 in 1994.
 
It should be pointed out that in 1992 crime rates declined in
 
Riverside County by 1.27 percent, and crimes increased by 2.64
 
percent in 1993. Expenditures for local CJS increased by 4.11
 
percent in 1992 and declined by 1.085 percent in 1993, and
 
continued to increase from then onward. Based on these
 
empirical data, the annual expenditures of Riverside County
 
increased by 11.24 percent, and crime rates increased by 5.08
 
percent, therefore, it is Sa.fe to say that increased funding
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for local CJS did not lead to a decline in crime rates in
 
Riverside County from 1985 through 1994. The null hypothesis
 
is rejected. ,
 
Table 2.3 and appendix C: tables 15-21, demographic data
 
show significant population and unemployment increases for
 
Riverside County from 1985 through 1994. The population
 
statistical data compiled by the California Population
 
Research Unit show that the population of Riverside county
 
increased by an average of 5.58 percent, or by 1.1 million
 
people per year, from 815,100 to 1.4 million people.
 
Riverside County continued to experience an influx of new
 
residents with the exception of 1988, when the county
 
population declined by 3.89 percent. Interestingly, in 1988,
 
the crime rates increased by 11.01 percent, public
 
expenditures increased by 13.35 percent, and the rates of
 
unemployment was 11.34 percent.
 
Table 2.3 above and appendix C show statistics compiled
 
by the California Employment Development Department. The EDD
 
data show that the average rate of unemployment in Riverside
 
County was 9.85 percent or 43,100. The number of unemployed
 
residents of Riverside County increased from 27,500 in 1985 to
 
63,400 in 1994. Despite an increased unemployment rate, the
 
population of Riverside County continues to grow, see table
 
2.3 for Riverside County and Appendix C. Because of this
 
growth in the Riverside County population, it could be implied
 
that the economy of Riverside County is doing better than the
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economy of adjoining counties. Ironically,the Riverside CJS
 
expenditures increased by an average of 11.24 percent and
 
crime rates increased by an average of 5.08 percent annually.
 
Succinctly, increased funding for local CJS did not lead to
 
decline in crime rates in Riverside County from 1985 through
 
1994. It is safe, therefore, to reject the null hypothesis.
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00 
TABLE 2.3:
 
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE CRIME RATE, EXPENDITURES, POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crime Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
% % % ment %
 
Change Change Change Change
 
1985 59,471 0 131,791,724 0 815,100 0 27,500 0
 
1986 65,410 10 153,698,488 17 862,700 8 26,300 -4
 
1987 70,292 8 176,050,187 14 919,600 6 24,700 -6
 
1988 78,028 11 199,550,790 13 983,800 7 27,500 11
 
1989 86,317 11 253,997,731 27 1,057,200 7 29,900 9
 
1990 90,978 5 309,390,999 22 1,144,400 8 38,500 29
 
1991 95,520 5 329,246,719 1 1,231,900 7 54,900 43
 
o	 
1992 94,311 -1 342,766,366 0 1,281,000 4 68,400 25
 
1993 96,800 3 339,059,176 0 1,323,500 3 69,900 2
 
1994 97,200 1 370,725,871 1 1,361,300 3 63,400 -9
 
Average 83,460 5 $ 260,627,805 5 1,096,190 5 43,100 10
 
Sources: County of Riverside Final Budget, California Department of Finance Population
 
and Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Justice, Employment Development
 
Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS; GOUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO
 
Table 2.4 and appendix D: table 22-28 for San Bernardino
 
County and Appendix D show that in San Bernardino County the
 
local criminal justice expenditures totalled approximately two
 
billion ($2.1 billion), from the 1985/86 through the 1994/95
 
fiscal years. Crimes, both violent and nonviolent totalled
 
943,927 in the same period under investigation. Categorized
 
for each type of violent crime: 1,852 homicides (increased
 
from 109 to 256); 6,057 forcible rape (increased from 451 to
 
722); 40,751 robberies (increased from 2626 to 5080); 86,461
 
aggravated assaults (increased from 5388 to 10,732);
 
burglaries (increased from 22,158 to 28,407); 129,680 motor
 
vehicle thefts (increased from 5,765 to 18,947); 412,148
 
larceny thefts (increased from 30,987 to 45,910); and 7,611
 
arsons. The average crime rates for this County increased by
 
4,8 percent, and the local CJS expenditures increased by 8.87
 
percent or 94,392.7 crimes annually and $205.8 million
 
annually. The null hypothesis is summarily rejected, because
 
it is safe to state that increased public funding for local
 
criminal justice systems did not lead to a decline in crime
 
rates in San Bernardino County.
 
For this period under consideration, table 2.4 and
 
Appendix D: tables 22-28 shows demographic data; population
 
and the rates of unemployment increased significantly in the
 
county of San Bernardino. Population data as compiled by the
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California Population Research Unit show that the population
 
of San Bernardino County increased from 1,044,500 to
 
1,608,300. That is an average annual population increased of
 
4.44 percent or 1.4 million people. According to the
 
Employment Development Department, the San Bernardino County
 
rate of unemployment was 8,65 percent from 1985 to 1994. Loss
 
of employment opportunities could have been the direct result
 
of the loss of an employment base. From the literature review,
 
there were evidence that major employers like Norton Air Force
 
Base closed, the Santa Fe railroad relocated and the Kaiser
 
steel plant shut down. According to available evidence in the
 
literature review, an economic downturn has a direct
 
correlation with increased crime rates, but there might also
 
be intervening variables that influence crime rates. It is
 
safe based on the above to reject the null hypothesis.
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TABLE 2.4
 
COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO CRIME RATE, EXPENDITURES POPULATION, & UEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crime Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
% % % ment %
 
Change Change Change Change
 
1985 68,288 0 130,277,391 0 1,057,700 0 29,300 0
 
1986 77,250 13 140,566,795 8 1,094,400 4 28,000 -5
 
1987 83,409 8 156,246,681 11 1,155,400 6 26,300 -6
 
1988 88,978 7 137,140,145 -12 1,229,300 6 27,700 5
 
1989 98,157 10 193,100,607 41 1,311,100 7 28,500 3
 
1990 102,514 5 230,076,256 19 1,396,600 7 35,800 26
 
1991 102,268 0 262,023,042 14 1,494,700 7 52,700 47
 
1992 106,052 4 267,282,597 2 1,514,100 1 64,300 22
 
1993 108,006 2 262,581,301 -2 1,565,400 3 66,500 4
 
00 1994
CO 109,009 1 278,726,146 6 1,954,500 25 58,100 -13
 
Average 943,927 5 205,800,961 8.71 1,377,320 6.52 41,720 8.33
 
Sources:County of San Bernardino Final Budget, California Department of Finance,
 
Population and Demographic Research Unit, Department of Justice, and Employment
 
Development Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by both the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
UNIT OF ANALYSIS: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
 
Table 2.5 and Appendix E: tables 29-35 for San Diego
 
County show that in San Diego County the criminal justice
 
expenditures from the 1985/86 through the 1994/95 fiscal years
 
totalled approximately five billion or ($5,235,182,268.00).
 
And violent and nonviolent crime totalled 1,616,132 crimes.
 
For violent crime: homicides increased from 163 to 278
 
annually and totalled 2,144; forcible rapes increased from 596
 
to 969 annually and totalled 8,269; robberies increased from
 
4,434 to 8887 annually and totalled 66,613; aggravated
 
assaults increased from 5,624 to 15,409 annually and totalled
 
119,050. Of nonviolent crimes, burglaries increased from
 
31,048 to 35,263 annually and totalled 335,088; motor vehicle
 
thefts increased from 16,428 to 40,900; larceny thefts
 
increased from 62,128 to 85,492 annually and totalled 761,272;
 
and arsons totalled 7,199. So from 1985 to 1994, the
 
percentage of crimes reported by law enforcement agencies in
 
San Diego County increased by 2.75 percent. Within the same
 
period, the average San Diego County CJS expenditures
 
increased by 6.77 percent annually, or $523.5 million per
 
year. In light of the null hypothesis, increased funding for
 
the local CJS did not lead to a decline in crime rates in San
 
Diego County from 1985 through 1994. The null hypothese is
 
rejected.
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Also, demographic data in table 2.5 shown above and
 
Appendix E: table 29-35 show significant population and
 
unemployment increases for the County of San Diego for this
 
period under investigation. Population data compiled by the
 
California Population Pesearch Unit show that the population
 
of San Diego County increased from 2.08 to 2.705 million
 
people, or an annual increases of 2.67 percent. According to
 
the Employment Development Department the county's average
 
rates of unemployment was 6.17 percent, or 64,509.9 unemployed
 
county residents. It could be inferred that increased
 
population and rates of unemployment could have led to
 
increased criminal activities. But increased expenditures
 
should have led to a more effective CJS. Based on these
 
research data in table E2 and appendix E, increased funding
 
did not lead to a decline in crime rates. The null hypothesis
 
is summarily rejected as invalid.
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TABLE 2.5
 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO CRIME RATE, EXPENDITURES, POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT
 
Year
 Crimes Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
%
 % % -ment %
 
Change Change Change Change
 
1985 121,256 0 378,901,268 0 2,099,400 0 51,300 0
 
1986 141,297 17 340,000,000 
-10 2,148,900 2 50,400 -2
 
1987 157,512 12 362,005,000 0 2,223,600 3 47,700 -6
 
1988 172,519 9 438,054,000 21 2,300,800 3 47,900 1
 
1989 179,802 4 480,346,000 1 2,388,700 4 46,200 -4
 
1990 179,315 0 551,275,000 15 2,480,100 4 56,100 22
 
00
 1991 174,604 3 617,294,000 12 2,498,016 1 74,900 34
 
1992 171,828 2 670,564,000 9 2,551,800 2 88,999 19
 
1993 162,560 -6 689,389.000 3 2,604,500 2 94,700 7
 
1994 155,439 -5 707,354,000 3 2,687,800 3 86,900 -8
 
Average 1,616,132 35.38 4,546,482,657 52.85 2,398,362 2.43 64,510 6.17
 
Sources; County of San Diego Final Budget, California Department of Finance, Population
 
and Demographic Research Unit, Employment Development Department, and Department of
 
Justice, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by both the U.S. Census Bureau, Commerce Department and The Federal Bureau
 
of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
NOTES ­
CHAPTER 2
 
1. County sheriff means the same as county police.
 
2. The CJS of any level of government is the responsive
 
aspect of government, that Supposedly can effectively respond
 
and protect.individual constitutipnal rights against abuses by
 
any branch of government.
 
3. Delivery of those accused of crime includes
 
compilation of local crime statistics; it is my belief that in
 
theory all police departments compile and report both
 
favorable and unfavorable data to the DOJ. In practice all
 
police department manipulate crime statistics in any
 
direction.
 
4. The DOJ definitions of both violent and nonviolent
 
crime are hereby adopted.
 
5. The University of California, Riverside is a
 
designated federal government depository of public docioments
 
that serves the needs of both Riverside and San Bernardino
 
Counties.^ \ '
 
6. The FBI only compiles crime statistics reported by
 
each state's CJS and local law enforcement agencies.
 
7. See table 2.1, Unit of Analysis: Los Angeles County.
 
Also appendix A: tables 1-7.
 
8. California DOJ, 1984 through 1994, pp . .
 
9. See table 2.2, Unit of Analysis: County of Orange.
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Also see appendix B: tables 8-14.
 
10. See table 2.3, Unit of Analysis: County of
 
Riverside.4Also appendix C: tables 15-21 .
 
11. See table 2.4, Unit of Analysis: County of San
 
Bernardino. Also see appendix A: tables 22-28.
 
12. See table 2.5/ Unit of Analysis: County Of San
 
Diego. Also see appendix A: tables 29-35.
 
, 13. See appendix D: County of San Bernardino: tables 29­
35 for complete crime, expenditure and demographic data.
 
ft"
 
88
 
CHAPTER THREE: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 
This research design was an effort to answer the
 
underlying research questions: 1. Is the public policy
 
response to crime working? 2. Do increases in public
 
expenditures lead to a decline in crime rates? These research
 
questions led us to this null research hypothesis: Increased
 
funding for local criminal justice systems.will lead to a
 
decline in crime rates. The empirical data show that the
 
combined five county expenditures totalled $45 billion. The
 
aggregate number of crimes reported was 12.1 million, from
 
1985 to 1994. Los Angeles County CJS expenditures increased by
 
an average of 7.1 percent and crime increased by an average of
 
2.42 percent annually. The expenditures for the Orange County
 
CJS increased by an average of 6.18 percent, crime increased
 
by 1.55 percent annually. Funding for CJS in Riverside County
 
increased by an average 11.24 percent per year, while crime
 
increased by an average of 4.88 percent per year. In San
 
Bernardino County, CJS expenditures increased by an average of
 
8.71 percent per year, and crime increased by an average of
 
4.88 percent annually. Finally, the funding for San Diego
 
County's CJS increased by an average of 6.77 percent annually,
 
crime increased by 2.75 percent annually from 1985 through
 
1994. Based on this empirical evidence, increased funding for
 
these five local criminal justice systems did not lead to a
 
decline in crime rates. The null hypothesis must be rejected.
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The policy implication of escalating public expenditures
 
and crimes should be obvious to our audience, who would say,
 
why go through well over two years worth of hard work,
 
struggling through facts, regression equations and voluminous
 
academic literature to prove that public policy response to
 
crime is not working? In the words of James Q. Wilson,
 
reasons abound why it is necessary to find evidence for the
 
obvious, because many Americans do not find it obvious, nor
 
would they think it is even reasonable to find evidence.
 
Wilson urged every citizen seeking an understanding of how
 
policies are made to attend a City Council meeting to observe
 
debates on police budgets, legislative debates on criminal
 
laws, a convention of judges discussing sentencing.
 
Positivism and utilitarian theorists are equally divided
 
over the salient values that the average citizen placed on
 
crime. But the most dangerous of the proposals on how the
 
public should respond to criminal activities is Gary Becker's
 
optimal response theory. The use of marginal economic
 
analysis is a distortion of utilitarian doctrine;
 
unfortunately, policymakers have carved Becker's theory into
 
public policy response, and one prominent example that springs
 
to mind is the California "Three Strikes" law passed in
 
1994.®^ Vengeance as the public policy of California is not
 
52. Wilson (1985), p.255.
 
53. Sechrest et al., (1996), p. 57,
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an appropriate public policy response to a complex social
 
phenomenon such as crime. To reiterate that Beccaria said
 
that "in order that every punishment may not be an act of
 
violence committed by one man or by society against a single
 
individual, it ought to be public above all things public,
 
speedy, necessary, and the least possible in the given
 
circumstances, proportioned to its crime, dictated by law.
 
Bentham gave us nine rules for the infliction of punishments
 
and these are rules of common sense. Bentham dreamed of
 
felicific calculus and therefore enunciated these rules as his
 
service to mankind; 1. Punishment must be great enough to
 
outweigh the profit of the offense to the offender.
 
Expenditures for the local CJS totalled $45.1 billion in the
 
counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and
 
San Diego, from 1985 to 1994 should be called into question.
 
Public policy response to criminal activities is not working.
 
The ongoing debate over the effects of crime rates, of
 
changing the costs and benefits, is actually a debate about
 
deterrence, and the efficacy of making would-be offenders more
 
fearful of committing crimes. Average citizens, social
 
scientists and those who make the study of crime their
 
business seem afraid to say that these debates are about human
 
nature once the idea of deterrence is erected, supporting the
 
idea that people will take jobs in preference to crime. In
 
54. Cesare Beccaria, Of Grime and Punishment, trans. Jane
 
Grigson, 1996.
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light of these views, everyone seems to be saying that would-

be offenders are reasonable, rational, and responding to the
 
cost and benefits of crime. On the one hand, one might ask
 
what about alcohol and drug related crime? This project
 
looked at the relationship between crime and public
 
expenditures to ascertain if public policy responses is
 
working and did not consider the causes of any specific
 
category of crime. But drug and alcohol related crime deserve
 
some attention because there are debates whether to
 
Deterrence, according to Wilson connotes the cost, and
 
people have not called attention to the benefits side of the
 
crime equation. How about inducing would-be offenders to
 
engage in a noncriminal enterprise? Or to use reinforcement or
 
rewards to change undesirable behavior? It is safe to say
 
that no single crime theory is sufficient enough to provide
 
comprehensive public policy guidance. Let's look for a policy
 
response to crime that works because it is impossible to
 
change human nature despite to the best plan.
 
In light of the above policy implication in these
 
counties, we have to adopt the position of James Q. Wilson.
 
According to Wilson,the policy recommendation for
 
". . . . . .neighborhoods threatened with crime or disorder
 
would be to encourage the creation of self-help organizations
 
of citizens, who will be working in collaboration with the
 
police and patrol their own communities to detect, not
 
apprehend, suspicious persons. Densely settled neighborhoods
 
would make use of extensive foot-patrol officers, and would
 
hire off-duty police officers and private security guards to
 
help maintain order and prevent disruptive behavior in public
 
places from frightening decent persons off their sidewalks or
 
92 '
 
from encouraging predatory offenders to use the anarchy and
 
anonymity of the frightening as an opportunity for serious
 
crime. The presence of foot-patrol officers on the street
 
will certainly drive drug dealers off public streets . . . ] .
 
rr
 
The county Sheriffs or County police should organized
 
patrol units to help neighborhoods with high and low crime
 
rates to maintain order, identify and where possible, arrest
 
high-rate offenders. Detectives and patrol officers would
 
make thorough, on-the-spot investigations of recent serious
 
offenses. Gathering as much information as possible about the
 
records and habits of high-rate offenders would give officers
 
a strong incentive to find and arrest them. Career criminals
 
caught committing relatively minor crimes would be the object
 
of follow-up investigations so strong Cases could be made.
 
Wilson recommended that persons arrested for serious
 
offense and high-rate offenders arrested for any offense would
 
be screened By prosecutors, who would be allowed to have
 
immediate access to their juvenile records, and criminal their
 
histories should be evaluated. Persons who committed any
 
offense would be given priority treatment in terms of prompt
 
follow-up investigations, immediate arraignment, bail
 
recommendations to insure appearance at trial, and an early
 
trial date.^^
 
In addition, he stressed that well staffed prosecutorial
 
and public defender offices should be prepared for an early
 
55. Wilson, et al. Crime and Human Nature, p. 255.
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trial or plea-bargaining in priority cases; judges should be
 
disinclined to grant continuances for the convenience of
 
counsel. Sentencing the accused should be shaped, through not
 
rigidly determined by the offense and prior conviction record
 
of the accused, but in conjuction with full criminal history,
 
juvenile record and involvement with drugs.
 
Persons convicted of committing minor offenses without
 
previous criminal records would be dealt with by a community
 
based correction system, to be supervised by community service
 
and victim-restitution probation officers who would ensure
 
that these obligations are met.
 
Going back to Beccarian vision, Wilson pointed out that
 
offenders sentenced to periods of incarceration would be
 
separated in order that the young and adult, violent and
 
nonviolent, neurotic and psychotic offenders would have
 
separate facilities; educational and treatment programs should
 
match the personality of each individual offender.
 
Prisons would be small to moderate in size and in no
 
facility housing violent or high-rate offenders would double
 
bunking occur. Contraband trafficking should be the object of
 
strict control. Prison guards and wardens should have the
 
protection of society as their primary objective -- a secure
 
custody must be their goal. Of utmost importance of all
 
objectives should be the protection of prison inmates from one
 
56. Wilson, et al. Crime and Human Nature, p. 257
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 another. To reiterate, crime remains a complex social
 
phenomenon, and public policy response to crime in a free
 
society should not involve throwing public resources at crime,
 
57. Wilson, et al. Crime and Human Nature, p. 257, 
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APPENDIX A: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TABLE 1
 
PUBLIC EXPENDITURES/COST:
 
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEMS
 
Fiscal Year Expenditures Annual Cumulative
 
% Change % Change
 
1984/85 1,039,098,059 0.00 0.00
 
1985/86 1,240,350,336 19.37 19.37
 
1986/87 1,378,639,749 32.68 44.13
 
1987/88 1,877,713,519 80.71 124.84
 
1988/89 1,945,936,639 87.27 212.11
 
1989/90- i 2,135,378,135 105.50 317.61
 
V£>
 1990/91 2,520,487,000 142.56 460.17
 
-J	 1991/92 : 2,269,129,264 118.37 578.54
 
1992/93 2,260,239,000 117.52 696.06
 
1993/94 2,396,303,000 130.61 826.67
 
Total•Budget $19,063,274,701 130.61 , 826.67
 
Sources: CountyOof Los Angeles Final Budget, California Department of Justice,
 
1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the UvSi Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department, and the U.S.
 
Federal Bureau of investigation,1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX A: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TABLE 2
 
CRIME RATES, EXPENDITURES, POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crime Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
Q,
%
 % "6 ment %
 
Change Change Change Change
 
1985 593,000 0 1,996,468,000 0 8,090,300 0 281,000 0
 
1986 624,440 5 2,132,813,000 7 8,286,100 2 274,500 -2
 
1987 585,397 -6 2,381,424,000 12 8,452,200 2 248,000 -10
 
1988 605,397 3 2,560,289,000 8 8,585,300 2 276,400 12
 
1989 663,085 10 2,874,063,000 12 8,706,200 2 241,600 -13
 
1990 670,628 1 3,163,966,000 10 8,832,500 2 266,200 10
 
1991 697,852 4 3,499,954,000 11 8,963,700 2 368,100 39
 
00 1992 690,928 -1 3,929,634,000 12 9,074,400 1 430,600 17
 
1993 652,939 -6 3,671,409,000 -7 9,158,800 1 433,400 1
 
1994 598,845 -9 3,905,088,000 6 9,221,300 1 411,500 -5
 
Average 638,251 1 3,011,510,800 2 8,737,080 5 323,130 50
 
Sources: County of Los Angeles Final Budget, California Department of Finance,
 
Population and Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Justice, and
 
California Employment Development Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX A: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TABLE 3
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME 1985-1994
 
Crime 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 Total
 
Category
 
Homicide 1,326 1,408 1,412 1,349 1,587 1,768 1,856 1,919 1,944 1,669 16,238
 
Forcible 4,448 4,428 4,276 3,988 4,006 4,215 4,114 3,865 3,688 3,188 40,216
 
Rape
 
Robbery 47,323 49,376 44,318 46,064 54,340 63,094 67,876 68,959 65,994 56,116 563,460
 
Agg. 42,811 60,606 64,986 69,714 81,204 86,768 88,651 88,770 82,250 77,152 742,912
 
Assault
 
Burglary 143,524 143,528 121,839 118,854 122,405 123,144 129,124 128,732 116,374 104,011 1,251,535
 
M.V. 90,050 101,983 105,968 112,376 126,756 126,923 132,408 133,257 126,053 113,027 1,168,801
 
S£)
 
VD
 
Theft
 
Larceny- 254,961 254,851 234,228 244,483 264,152 255,942 265,666 255,506 248,455 236,758 2,515,002
 
Theft
 
Arson 8,557 8,260 8,370 8,841 8,635 8,774 8,157 9,920 8,181 6,924 84,619
 
Total 593,000 624,440 585,397 605,669 663,085 670,628 697,852 690:,928 652,939 598,845 6,382,783
 
Crimes
 
Sources:Califorriia Department of Justice, {1985-1994).
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Cominerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
o
 
o
 
APPENDIX A; COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TABLE 4
 
TRENDS IN DEMOGRAPHICS 1985-1994
 
Demography 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
 
Population 8,090,300 8,286,100 8,452,200 8,585,300 8,706,200
 
Annual 3,714,600 3,839,400 3,977,300 4,109,800 4,244,800
 
Employment 
Unemployment 281,000 274,500 248,000 4,176,400 241,600 
Rate 7.0% 6.7% 5.9% 5.2% 5.5% 
Demography 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
 
,..P9P.ylation 8/.832^5Q0_ 896 ,700 9,074,400 9,158,800 9,221,300
 
Annual 4,146,400 4V'o48V700""3V970V70o"""T,'970V70
 
Employment
 
Unemployment 266,200 368,100 430,600 TsTrioO Tills00
 
Rate 5.9% 8.2% 9.6% 9.8% 9.4%
 
Sources; California Department of Finance, Population and
 
Demohraphic Research Unit, and California Employment Development
 
Department.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau and U.S. Commerce Department,
 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX A: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TABLE 5
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIMES % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Years Hcmicide % Annual Forcible % Annual Robbery % Annu^ Aggravated % Annual 
Change Rape Change Change Assault Change 
1985 1,326 0.00 4,448 0.00 47,323 0.00 42,811 0.00 
1986 1,408 5.82 4,428 -0.45 49,376 4.34 60,606 41.57 
1987 1,412 0.28 4,276 -3.43 44,318 -10.24 64,986 7.23 
1988 1,349 -4.67 3,988 -6.74 46,064 3.94 69,714 7.28 
1989 1,587 15.00 4,006 0.45 54,340 17.97 81,204 16.48 
1990 1,768 10.24 4,215 5.22 63,094 16.11 86,768 6.85 
1991 1,856 4.74 4,114 -2.40 67,876 7.58 88,651 2.17 
1992 1,919 3.28 3,865 -6.05 68,959 1.60 88,770 0.13 
1993 1,944 1.29 3,688 -4.58 65,994 -4.30 82,250 -7.34 
1994 1,669 -16.48 3,188 -13.56 56,116 -14.97 77,152 -6.20 
Total 16,238 19.50 40,216 -31.53 563,460 22.02 742,912 68.16 
Sources: California Department of Justice. Referenced by the U.S.
 
Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal Bureau of
 
Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
o
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APPENDIX A: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TABLE 6
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Years Burglary % Annual M.V. Theft % Annual Larceny % Annual Arson % Annual 
Change Change Theft Change Change 
1985 143/524 G.OO 90,050 0.00 254,851 0.00 8,557 0.00 
1986 143,528 0.00 101,983 13.25 254,851 0.00 8,260 -3.47 
1987 121,839 -15.11 105,968 3.91 234,228 -8.09 8,370 1.33 
1988 118,854 
-2.45 112,376 6.05 244,483 4.38 8,841 5.63 
1989 122,405 2.99 126,756 12.80 264,152 8.05 8,635 -2.33 
1990 123,144 0.60 126,923 0.13 255,942 -3.11 8,774 1.61 
1991 129,124 4.86 132,408 4.32 265,666 3.80 8,157 -7.03 
1992 128,732 
-0.30 133,257 0.64 255,506 -3.82 9,920 21.61 
1993 116,374 -9.60 126,053 -5.41 248,455 -2.76 8,181 -17.53 
1994 104,011 -10.62 113,027 
-10.33 236,758 -4.71 6,924 -15.36 
Total 1,251,535 -29.64 1,168,801 25.36 2,514,892 6.27 84,619 -15.55 
Sources; California Department of Justice, (1985-1994).
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the
 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994
 
 APPENDIX A; COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES TABLE 7
 
TRENDS IN POPULATION, UNEMPLOYMENT:
 
% ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Year Population Unemploy % Annual Annual 's Annual
 
Annual ment Change Employment Change
 
Change
 
1985 8 ,300 0.00 281,000 0.00 3,714,600 0.00
 
1986 ,100 2.36 274,500 -2.31 3,839,400 3.36
 
1987 452,200 1,97 248,000 -9.65 3,977,300 3.59
 
1988 8 585,300 1.55 223,400 -9.92 4,109,800 3.33
 
1989 8,706,200 1.39 241,600 8.15 4,176,400 1.62
 
1990 8,832,500 1.43 266,200 10.18 4,244,800 1.64
 
1991 8,963,700 1.46 368,100 38.28 4,146,400 -2.32
 
o 1992 9/074,400 1.22 430,600 16.98 4,048,700 -2.36
CO
 
1993 9,158,800 0.92 433,400 0.65 3,970,700 -1.93
 
1994 9,221,300 0.68 411,500 -5.05 3,979,200 0.21
 
Average 8,737,080 1.30 317,830 4.73 4,020,730 0.72
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit and Employment Development
 
Department, {1985-1994).
 
Referenced by both the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and
 
the U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX B: COUNTY OF ORANGE: TABLE 8
 
PUBLIC EXPENDITURES / COST: CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEMS
 
Fiscal Year Expenditures Annual Cumulative
 
% Change % Change
 
1984/85 361,814,340 0.0 0.0
 
1985/86 438,867,074 20.0 21.0
 
1986/87 524,496,711 24.0 45.0
 
1987/88 544,629,408 6.0 51.0
 
1988/89 631,271,558 24.0^ 75.0
 
1989/90 636,301,993 1.0 76.0
 
1990/91 617,192,694 5.0 71.0
 
1991/92 691,822,716 20.0 91.0
 
o 1992/93 749,081,141 16.0 107.0
 
ife. 1993/94 621,996,512 17.0 71.9
 
Total Budget $5,817,474,147 ■ ■ 133 608.9 
Sources: County of Orange Budget (1985-1994), California Department of
 
Justice, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S^ Commerce Department and the
 
Federal Bureau Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX B; COUNTY OF ORANGE: TABLE 9
 
COUNTY OF ORANGE: CRIME RATE, EXPENDITURES, POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crime Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
% % % ment %
 
Change Change Change Change
 
1985 127,804 0 361,814,340 0 2,094,440 0.00 52,200 0.00
 
1986 132,908 4 438,867,074 21 2,193,200 4.72 49,500 -5.17
 
1987 128,327 4 524,496,711 24 2,243,500 2.40 42,200 14.75
 
1988 132,978 4 544,629,408 6 2,292,300 2.18 40,800 -3.32
 
1989 138,885 4 631,271,558 240 2,344,200 2.26 41,500 1.72
 
1990 145,101 5 636,301,993 1 2,398,400 2.31 47,100 13.49
 
1991 145,995 1 617,192,694 
-5 2,450,200 2.16 68,600 45.65
 
o	 1992 142,066 -3 691,822,716 20 2,504,700 2.22 88,800 29.45
 
ui	 1993 136,474 -4 749,081,141 116 2,555,100 2.0L 89,800 1.13
 
1994 128,925 -6 621,996,512 17 2,598,100 1.68 76,400 14.92
 
Average 1,359,463 9 5,817,474,147 224 2,367,414 2.19 59,690 5.33
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, California Emplo^ent Development
 
Department, (1985-1994).
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the U.S. Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX B; COUNTY OF ORANGE: TABLE 10
 
COUNTY OF ORANGE: TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME 1985-1994
 
OriiTB 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 Ibtal
 
Category
 
Hcmicide 115 108 90 122 145 149 155 173 196 171 1,424
 
Horcible 545 604 633 624 610 607 670 631 546 605 6,075
 
Rape
 
Rcfcbery 3,746 4,056 3,624 3,864 4,086 5,212 6,088 5,775 5,567 5,532 47,550
 
Agg. Assault 4,167 5,514 5,654 6,033 6,356 6,824 7,054 6,976 7,147 7,694 63,419
 
Burglary 34,296 34,687 ' 31,967 28,862 29,667 29,155 30,550 30,185 27,418 23,877 300,664
 
M.V. Iteft 11,320 13,940 15,128 18,009 19,813 20,626 20,994 21,124 21,288 20,107 182,349
 
Laroeny- 72,152 72,927 70,312 74,323 76,924 81,202 79,013 75,872 73,050 69,958 745,733
 
Iteft
 
Arscxi 1,463 1,072 919 1,141 1,284 1,326 1,471 1,330 1,262 981 12,249
 
Ibtal 127,804 132,908 128,327 132,978 138,885 145,101 145,995 142,066 136,474 128,925 1,359,463
 
o Sources: California Population Research Unit, and California Department of
 
a> 
Justice
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
o
 
APPENDIX B: COUNTY OF ORANGE: TABLE 11
 
TRENDS IN DEMOGRAPHICS 1985-1994
 
Dempgraphy 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
 
Jopulation 2,094,440 2,193,200 2,243,500 2,292,300 2,398,400
 
iiinuai r/099,"606 1,'l45,"900 l/ioiV'SOO r,"252,"000 1,"328,"000" 
'unairiploi^nt 547'6o6 49","500"" 427200 "io/SOO" 4l7505" 
Rate 4.4% 4.0% 3.3% 3.0% 2.9% 
Demography 1990 1991 ]^92 1993 1994,
 
JopyMion 2,450,200 2,504,700 2,555,100 2,598,100 0000000
 
i^uai r/sesVoOO i7'282,100""r/2^ 172267966 172577366
 
'Uneniploi^'nt''' 477i66 'JsTsOO 887866 897866 '767466
 
Rate 3.5% 5.3% 6.8% 6.8% 5.7%
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, Department of
 
Justice, and Employment Development Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce
 
Department and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985­
1994.
 
APPENDIX B: COUNTY OF ORANGE: TABLE 12
 
COUNTY OF ORANGE: TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME:
 
% ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Year
 Homicide % Annual Forcible % Annual Rc±)bery % Annual Aggravated % Annual
 
Change Rape Change Change Assault Change
 
1985 115 0.00 545 0.00 3,746 0.00 4,167 0.00
 
1986 : 108 -6.48 604 10.83 4,056 8.28 5,514 32.33
 
1987 90 -20.00 633 4.80 3,624 -10.65 5,654 2.54
 
1988 ^ 122 26.23 624 -1.42 3,864 6.62 6,033 6o70
 
1989 145 15.86 610 -2.24 4,086 5.75 6,356 5.35
 
o 1990 149 2.68 607 -0.49 5,212 27.56 6,824 7.36
 
00
 
1991 155 , 3.87 670 10.38 6,088 16.81 7,054 3.37
 
1992 173 10.40 631 -5.82 5,775 -5.14 6,976 -1.11
 
1993 I?6 11.73 546 -13.47 5,567 -3.60 7,147 2.45
 
1994 171 -14.62 605 10.81 5,532 
-0.6 7,694 7.65
 
Total 1,424 29.69 6,075 13.36 47,550 44.99 63,419 66.65
 
Sources: California Department of Justice and Employment Development
 
Department.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the
 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX B: COUNTY OF ORANGE: TABLE 13
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME: % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Year Burglazy % Annual M.V. %Annual Larceny- %Annual Arson % Annual
 
Change Theft Change Theft Change Change
 
'	1985 34,296 0.00 11,320 0.00 72,152 0.00 1,463 0.00
 
1986 34,687 1.14 13,940 23.14 72,927 1.07 1,072 -26.73
 
1987 31,967 -7.84 15,128 8.52 70,312 -3.59 919 -14.27
 
1988 28,862 -9.71 18,009 19.04 74,323 5.70 1,141 24.16
 
1989 29,667 2.79 19,813 10.02 76,924 3.50 1,284 12.53
 
1990 29,155 -1.73 20,626 4.1 81,202 5.56 1,326 3.27
 
o
 
<>o	 1991 30,550 4.78 20,994 1.78 79,013 -2.70 1,471 10.94
 
1992 30,185 -1.19 21,124 0.62 75,872 -3.98 1,330 -9.59
 
1993 27,418 -9.17 21,288 0.78 73,050 -3.72 1,262 -5.11
 
1994 23,877 -12.91 20,107 -5.55 69,958 -4.23 981 -22.27
 
Total 300,664 -33.84 182,349 62.46 745,733 -2.37 12,249 -27.07
 
Sources: California Department of Justice and Employment Development
 
Department.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the
 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
 APPENDIX B: COUNTY OF ORANGE TABLE 14
 
TRENDS IN DEMOGRAPHICS; POPULATION, UNEMPLOYMENT & EMPLOYMENT:
 
% ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Year Population % Unenploy­ % Annual Employment % Annual 
Annual ment Change Change 
Change 
1985 2,094,440 0.00 52,200 0.00 1,145,900 0.00 
- 1986 2,193,200 4.72 49,500 -5.17 1,194,300 4.22 
1987 2,243,500 2.40 42,200 -14.75 1,252,000 4.83 
1988 2,292,300 2.18 40,800 -3.32 1,328,000 6.07 
1989 2,344,200 2.26 41,500 1.72 1,368,000 3.01 
1990 2,398,400 2.31 47,100 13.49 1,282,100 -6.28 
1991 2,450,200 2.16 68,600 45.65 1,223,100 -4.60 
1992 2,504,700 2.22 88,800 29.45 1,220,900 -0.18 
1993 2,555,100 2.01 89,800 1.13 1,238,600 1.45 
1994 2,598,100 1.68 76,400 -14.92 1,257,300 1.51 
Average 2,367,414 2.19 59,690 5.33 1,251,020 1.00 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, and Employment
 
Development Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department,
 
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX C:COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE: TABLE 15
 
PUBLIC EXPENDITURES / COST: CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEMS
 
Fiscal Year Expenditures Annual Cumulative
 
% Change % Change
 
1984/85 131,791,724 0.00 0.0
 
1985/86 153,698,488 17.0 16.62
 
1986/87 176,050,187 14.0 31.0
 
1987/88 199,550,790 13.0 44.0
 
1988/89 253,997,731 27.0 71.0
 
1989/90 309,390,999 22.0 93.0
 
1990/91 329,246,719 1.00 94.0
 
1991/92 342,766,366 0.00 94.0
 
1992/93 339,059,176 0.00 94.0
 
1993/94 370,725,871 1.00 95.0
 
Total Budget 95.00 548.0
 
Sources: County of Riverside Budget (1985-1994), and California
 
Department of Justice.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department, and
 
the U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX C: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE; TABLE 16
 
CRIME RATE, EXPENDITURES, POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crime Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
% % %. ment %
 
Change Change Change Change
 
1985 59,471 0 131,791,724 0 815,100 0 27,500 0
 
1986 65,410 10 153,698,488 17 862,700 8 26,300 -4
 
1987 70,292 8 176,050,187 14 919,600 6 24,700 -6
 
1988 78,028 11 199,550,790 13 983,800 7 27,500 11
 
1989 86,317 11 253,997,731 27 1,057,200 7 29,900 9
 
1990 90,978 5 309,390,999 22 1,144,400 8 38,500 29
 
hO	 1991 95,520 5 329,246,719 1 1,231,900 7 54,900 43
 
1992 94,311 -1 342,766,366 0 1,281,000 4 68,400 25
 
1993 96,800 3 339,059,176 0 1,323,500 3 69,900 2
 
1994 97,200 1 370,725,871 1 1,361,300 3 63,400 -9
 
Average 83,460 5 $ 260,627,805 5 1,096,190 5 43,100 10
 
Sources: County of Riverside Budget, California Population Research Unit,
 
California Department of Justice, Employment Development Department, 1985-1994,
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX C:COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE:TABLE 17
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIMES 1985-1994
 
CriiTB 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 Total
 
Category
 
Bimioide 79 83 98 83 115 125 159 128 159 166 1,195
 
Btorcible Pape 298 347 379 377 391 393 459 530 494 497 4,165
 
R±tery 1,643 1,839 1,643 2,069 2,356 2,855 3,630 3,438 3,653 3,378 26,504
 
Agg. Assault 3,307 5,791 7,612 8,616 8,826 8,698 8,912 9,086 9,919 10,559 81,326
 
Burglary 19,188 20,899 20,957 21,348 22,847 25,038 25,826 25,537 26,349 26,347 234,336
 
M.V. liieft 4,370 5,200 7,009 9,414 12,604 13,107 13,256 13,084 13,903 14,161 106,108
 
u>	 laroeny-lheft
 
Arsai 30,856 31,251 32,594 36,121 39,178 40,762 43,278 42,508 42,332 42,092 380,972
 
Tbtal Crdites 59,741 65,410 70,292 78,028 86,317 90,978 95,520 94,311 96,809 97,200 834,606
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, Department of Justice and Employment
 
Development, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, Commerce Department and The Federal Bureau of
 
Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
 APPENDIX C: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE; TABLE 18
 
TRENDS IN DEMOGRAPHICS: 1985-1994
 
Demography 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 
Population 815,100 862,700 919,600 983,800 1,057,200 
Annual 316,600 340,100 362,600 387,500 414,900 
Employment 
Unemployment 27,500 26,300 24,700 27,500 29,900 
Unemployment 8 7.2 6.4 6.6 6.7 
Rate 
Demography 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
 
Population 1,144,400 1,267,300 1,307,000 1,228,600 1,379,600
 
Annual 512,300 506,900 532,300 518,400 539,300
 
Employment
 ■ 
Unemployment 38,500 54,900 68,400 69,900 ' 63,400
 
Unemployment 7 9.8 11.4 11.9 10.5
 
Rate
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, Department of
 
Justice and Employment Development Department 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by both the U.S. Census Bureau, Commerce Department
 
and,The Federal Department of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
 . APPENDIX C: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE; TABLE 19
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME: % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Years Homicide % Annual Forcible % Annual Robbery % Annual Aggravated % Annual
 
Change Rape Change Change Assault Change
 
1986 83 4.82 347 16.44 1,839 11.93 5,791 75.11
 
1987 98 15.31 379 9.22 1,643 -10.66 7,612 31.45
 
1988 83 -18.07 377 -0.53 2,069 25.93 8,616 13.19
 
1989 115 27.83 391 3.71 2,356 13.87 8,826 2.44
 
1990 125 8.00 393 0.51 2,855 21.18 8,698 -1.45
 
1991 159 21.38 459 16.79 3,630 27.15 8,912 2.46
 
U1
 1992 128 -24.22 530 15.47 3,436 -5.34 9,086 1.95
 
1993 159 19.50 494 -6.79 3,653 6.32 9,919 9.17
 
1994 166 4.22 497 0.61 3,378 -7.53 10,559 6.45
 
Total 1,195 5.77 4,165 5.544 26,502 8.28 81,326 140.77
 
Sources: California Department of Justice.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department, and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994
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APPENDIX C; COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE: TABLE 20
 1
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME: % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Years Burglary % Annual M.V. % Annual Larceny- % Annual Arson % Annual
 
Change Theft Change Theft Change Change
 
1985 19,188 0.00 4,370 0.00 30,856 0.00 986 0.00
 
1986 20,899 8.92 5,200 18.99 31,251 1.28 919 -6.80
 
1987 20,957 0.28 7,009 34.79 32,594 4.30 730 -20.57
 
1988 21,348 1.87 9,414 34.31.^ 36,121 10.82 820 12.33
 
1989 22,847 7.02 12,604 33.89 39,178 8.46 809 -1.34
 
1990 25,038 9.59 13,107 3.99 40,762 4.04 580 -28.31
 
(T>	 1991 25,826 3.15 13,256 1.14 43,278 6.17 558 -3.79
 
1992 25,537 -1.12 13,084 -1.30 42,508 -1.78 694 24.37
 
1993 26,349 3.18 13,903 6.26 42,332 -0.41 737, 6.20
 
1994 26,347 -0.01 14,161 1.86 42,092 -0.57 538
 
Total 234,336 32.87 106,108 133.93 380,972 3.232 7,371.
 
Sources: California Department of Justice,
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department, and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX C: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE: TABLE 21
 
Trends in Population & Unemployment, Annual Employment, % Annual Change
 
Year Population % Annual Unemployment % Annual % 
Change Annual Employment Annual 
Change Change 
1985 796,500 0.0 27,500 0.00 316,600 0.00 
1986 862,700 7.67 26,300 -4.36 340,100 7.42 
1987 919,600 6.19 24,700 -6.08 362,600 6.62 
1988 983,800 6.53 27,500 11.34 387.500 6.87 
1989 1,057,200 6.94 29,900 8.73 414,900 7.07 
1990 1,144,400 7.62 38,500 28.76 512,300 23.48 
1991 1,231,900 7.10 54,900 42.60 506,900 -1.05 
1992 1,281,000 3.83 68,400 24.59 532,300 5.01 
1993 1,323,500 3.21 69,900 2.19 518,400 -2.61 
1994 1,361,300 2.78 63,400 -9.30 539,300 4.03 
Average 1,096,190 5.19 43,100 9.85 443,090 5.68 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, and Employment
 
Development Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the
 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX D; COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO: Table 22
 
PUBLIC EXPENDITURE / COST: CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
 
Fiscal Year Expenditures Annual Cumulative
 
% Change % Change
 
1984/85 130,277,391 0.00 0.0
 
1985/86 140,566,795 7.90 6.66
 
1986/87 156,246,681 11.15 18.56
 
1987/88 137,140,145 -12.23 4.06
 
1988/89 193,100,607 40.81 46.52
 
1989/90 230,076,256 19.15 74.58
 
1990/91 262,023,042 13.89 98.82
 
1991/92 267,282,597 2.01 102.81
 
cx>	 1992/93 262,581,301 -1.79 99.24
 
1993/94 278,726,146 6.15 102.81
 
Total Budget $2,058,020,961 8.71 102.81
 
Sources: San Bernardino County Budget (1984-1995).
 
California Department of Justice, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce
 
Department, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1984­
1995.
 
APPENDIX D: COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO; TABLE 23
 
CRIME RATE, EXPENDITURES POPULATION, UEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crime Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
% % % ment %
 
Change Change Change Change
 
1985 68,288 0.00 130,277,391 0 1,057,700 0.00 29,300 0
 
1986 77,250 13.20 140,566,795 8 1,094,400 3.47 28,000 -4
 
1987 83,409 8.00 156,246,681 11 1,155,400 5.57 26,300 -6
 
1988 88,978 7.00 137,140,145: -12 1,229,300 6.40 27,700 5
 
1989 98,157 10.30 193,100,607 41 1,311,100 6.65 28,500 3
 
1990 102,514 4.44 230,076,256 19 1,396,600 6.52 35,800 26
 
1991 102,268 0.00 262,023,042 14 1,494,700 7.02 52,700 47
 
1992 106,052 3.40 267,282,597 2 1,514,100 1.30 64,300 22
 
<X)	 1993 108,006 2.00 262,581,301 -2 1,565,400 3.39 66,500 3
 
1994 109,009 1.00 278,726,146 6 1,954,500 24.86 58,100 -13
 
Average 943,927 5.0 205,800,961	 1,377,320 6.52 41,720 8
 
Sources: California Department of Finance, Population and Demographic Research Unit,
 
Department of Justice, and Employment Development Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by both the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
 APPENDIX D: COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO; TABLE 24
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME 1985-1994
 
Crime 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1991 1992 1993 1994 Total
1990
 
Category
 
Homicide 109 134 143 145 178 202 218 233 256 234 1,852
 
Forcible 451 477 542 539 681 673 642 722 682 648 6,057
 
Rape
 
Robbery 2,626 2,767 2,917 3,235 3,959 4,934 4,917 5,492 5,080 4,824 40,751
 
Agg. 5,388 6,609 8,462 8,884 8,554 9,156 7,412 10,732 10,632 10,632 86,461
 
Assault
 
Burglary 22,158 24,699 24,782 24,297 25,829 26,295 28,485 26,925 28,407 27,490 259,367
 
M.V. 5,765 7,546 - 9,588 11,530 13,721 14,529 15,239 15,804 17,011 18,947 129,680
 
Theft
 
O
 
Larceny- 30,987 34,128 36,225 39,633 44,500 45,910 44,554 45,408 45,319 45,484 412,148
 
Theft
 
Arson 804 890 750 715 735 815 797 736 619 750 7,611
 
Total 68,288 77,250 83,409 88,978 98,157 102,514 102,264 106,052 108,006 109,009 943,927
 
Crimes
 
Sources: California Department of Justice, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, Commerce Department, and the Federal Bureau of
 
Investigation, 1984-1995.
 
APPENDIX D: COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO: TABLE 25
 
TRENDS IN DEMOGRAPHICS 1985-1994
 
Demography 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
 
Population 1,044,500 1,094,400 1,155,400 1,229,300 1,311,100
 
"Annuai"""""" 482","900" •^£3y-g-QQ "55
 
^Employment
 
lunemplp^^ ••■■■■■^syooo" ""26^300 ^'sy'soo"
"Rate ' - • -g-
Demography 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 
N) Population 1,396,600 1,510,100 1,538,700 1,575,600 1,608,300
"i^nuai ■■616,"4d0 ■gQgyY—
Employme^^^^ _ _ _ _ . 
Unemployment 35,800 52,TOO d5,406 d6,500 58,100 
"Rate '"""""" sTs """"" "s"""" """" ••"•gys""" 979 7 gyg 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, Department of Justice and 
Employment Deyelopment Department, 1985-1994. 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and he 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994. 
00
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APPENDIX D: COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO: TABLE 26
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CRIME: % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Year Homicide % Annual Forcible % Annual Robbery %Annual Aggravated % Annual
 
Change Rape Change Change Assault Change
 
1985 109 0.00 451 0.00 2,626 0.00 5,388 0.00
 
1986 134 18.66 477 5.76 2,767 5.37 6,609 22.66
 
1987 143 6.29 542 13.63 2,917 5.42 8,462 28.04
 
1988 145 1.38 539 -0.55 3,235 10.90 8,884 4.99
 
1989 178 18.54 681 26.35 3,959 22.38 8554 -3.71
 
1990 202 11.88 673 -1.17 4,934 24.63 9,156 7.04
 
1991 218 7.34 642 
-4,6V 4,917 -0.34 7,412 -19.05
 
1992 233 6.44 . 722 12.46 5,492 11.69 10,732 44.79
 
1993 256 8.98 682 -5.54 5,080 -7.50 10,632 -0.93
 
1994 234 -9.40 648 -4.99 4,824 -5.04 10,632 0.00
 
Total 1,852 . 70.11 6,057 41.34 40,751 67.51 86,461
 
Sources; California Department of Justice, 1984-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau and the U.S. Commerce Department, and the
 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1984-1994.
 
APPENDIX D; COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO: TABLE 27
 
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY: TRENDS IN REPORTED CRIME: % ANNUAl CHANGE
 
Year Burglary % Annual M.V. % Annual Larceny- % Annual Arson % Annual
 
Change Theft Change Theft Change Change
 
1985 22,158 0.00 5,765 0.00 30,987 0.00 804 0.00
 
1986 24,699 11.47 7,546 30.89 34,128 10.14 890 10.70
 
1987 24,782 0.34 9,588 27.06 36,225 6.14 750 -15.73
 
1988 24,297 -1.96 11,530 20.25 39,633 9.41 715 -4.67
 
1989 25,829 6.31 13,721 19.00 44,500 12.28 735 2.80
 
K)
 
CO 1990 26,295 1.80 14,529 5.89 45,910 3.17 815 10.88
 
1991 28,485 8.33 15,239 4.89 44,554 , -2.95 797 -2.21
 
1992 26,925 -5.48 15,804 3.71 45,408 1.92 736 -7.65
 
1993 28,407 5.50 17,011 7.64 45,319 -0,20 619 -15.90
 
1994 27,490 -3.23 18,947 11.38 45,484 0.36 750 21.16
 
Total 259,367 23.08 129,680 130.71 412,148 40.27 7,611 -0.61
 
Sources: California Department of Justice, 1984-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau and the U.S. Commerce Department, and the
 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1984-1994.
 
APPENDIX D: SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY: TABLE 28
 
TRENDS IN POPULATION, UNEMPLOYMENT, & EMPLOYMENT:.% ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Year Population Unemploy % Annual Annual % Annual
 
Annual ment Change Employment Change
 
Change
 
1985 1,057,700 0.00 29,300 0.00 423,700 0.00
 
1986 1,094,400 3.47 28,000 -4.44 454,600 7.29
 
1987 1,155,400 5.57 26,300 -6.07 482,900 6.23
 
1988 1,229,300 6.40 27,700 5.32 513,900 6.42
 
1989 1,311,100 6.65 28,500 2.89 550,300 7.08
 
1990 1,396,600 6.52 35,800 25.61 616,400 12.01
 
K)	 1991 1,494,700 7.02 52,700 47.21 606,100 -1.67
 
1992 1,514,100 1.30 64,300 22.01 611,000 0.81
 
1993 1,565,400 3.39 66,500 3.42- 606,200 -0.79
 
1994 1,954,500 24.86 58,100 -12.63 618,900 2.10
 
Average 1,377,320 6.52 41,720 8.33 548,400 3.95
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, California Employment
 
Development Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by both the U.S. Census Bureau, Commerce Department and The
 
Federal Department of, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX E; COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO; TABLE 29
 
PUBLIC EXPENDITURES / COST: CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
 
Fiscal Year Expenditures Annual Cumulative
 
% Change % Change
 
1984/85 378,901,268 0.0 0.0
 
1985/86 340,000,000 -10.27
 
1986/87 362,005,000 1.000 -4.46
 
1987/88 438,054,000 21.00 15.61
 
1988/89 480,346,000 1.00 26.77
 
1989/90 551,275,000 14.77 45.49
 
1990/91 617,294,000 11.98 62.92
 
NJ 1991/92 670,564,000 8.63 76.98
 
U1 1992/93 689.389.000 2.81 81.94
 
1993/94 707,354,000 2.61 86.69
 
Total Budget $4,545,793,957 54.00 382.00
 
•
Sources: County of San Diego Budget (1985-1994), California Department of Justice,
O
 
1—
 
1985-1994.
 
1
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and
 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
 APPENDIX E: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO; TABLE 30
 
CRIME RATE, EXPENDITURES, POPULATION & UNEMPLOYMENT
 
Year Crimes Annual Expenditures Annual Population Annual Unemploy Annual
 
' % % % ment %
 
Change Change Change Change
 
1985 121,256 0.00 378,901,268 0.00 2,099,400 0.00 51,300 0.00
 
1986 141,297 16.53 340,000,000 -10.00 2,148,900 2.30 50,400 -1.75
 
1987 157,512 11.48 362,005,000 0.07 2,223,600 3.36 47,700 -5.36
 
1988 172,519 8.70 438,054,000 21.01 2,300,800 3.36 47,900 0.42
 
1989 179,802 4.22 480,346,000 0.97 2,388,700 3.68 46,200 -3.55
 
cy\
 1990 179,315 0.00 551,275,000 14.77 2,480,100, 3.69 56,100 21.43
 
1991 174,604 2.63 617,294,000 11.98 2,498,016 0.72 74,900 33.51
 
1992 171,828 1.59 670,564,000 8.63 2,551,800 2.11 ,88,999 18.82
 
1993 162,560 "5.39 689,389.000 2.81 2,604,500 2.02 94,700 6.41
 
1994 155,439 -4.38 707,354,000 2.61 2,687,800 3.10 86,900 -8.24
 
Average 1,616,132 35.38 4,546,482,657 52.85 2,398,362 2.-43 64,510 6.17
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, Employment Development
 
Department, and Department of Justice, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by both the U.S. Census Bureau, Commerce Department and The Federal Bureau
 
of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX E: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO: TABLE 31
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CRIME, 1985-1994
 
Crime 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 Total
 
Category
 
Homicide 163 196 176 228 191 216 278 245 245 206 > 2,144
 
Forcible 596 773 801 767 835 899 969 957 803 869 8,269
 
Rape
 
Robbery 4,434 5,908 5,421 5,173 5,638 6,705 8,399 8,554 7,494 8,887 66,613
 
Agg. 5,624 8,279 8,886 10,856 11,736 13,392 15,007 15,444 14,417 15,409 119,050
 
Assault
 
Burglary 31,048 33,969 35,214 35,263 34,343 . 33,877 34,901 34,389 32,027 30,057 335,088
 
M.V. 16,428 21,763 29,680 38,478 40,900 38,878 34,403 34,00.7 33,198 28,762 316,497
 
NJ
 Theft
 
Larceny- 62,128 69,568 76,583 81,041 85,492 84,628 79,967 77,547 73,694 70,624 761,272
 
Theft
 
Arson 835 841 751 713 667 720 680 685 682 625 7,199
 
Total 121,256 141,297 157,512 172,519 179,802 179,315 174,604 171,828 162,560 155,439 1,616,132
 
Crimes
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, Department of Justice, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
00 
APPENDIX E; COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO: TABLE 32
 
TRENDS IN DEMOGRAPHICS
 
Demography 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
 
Population 2,080,300 2,148,900 2,223,600 2,300,800 2,388,700
 
Annual 915,900 960,500 1,011,700 1,078,400 1,125,900
 
Employment
 
Unemployment 51,300 50,400 47,700 47,900 46,200
 
Rate 5.3% 5.0% 4.5% 4.3% 3.9%
 
H'
 
NJ
 
Demography 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
 
Population 2,480,100 2,574,200 2,632,000 2,664,800 2,705,800
 
Annual 1,145,700 1,115,000 1,113,000 1,131,600 1,148,200
 
Employment
 
Unemployment 56,100 74,900 88,999 94,700 86,900
 
Rate 4.7% 6.3% 7.3% 7.7% 7%
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, Department of Justice and
 
Employment Department, 1,985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the
 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
K)
 
APPENDIX E: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO: TABLE 33
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME: % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Year Homicide % Annual Forcible % Annual Robbery % Annual Aggrevated % Annual
 
Change Rape Change Change Assault Change
 
1985 163 0,00 596 0,00 4,434 0.00 5,624 0.00
 
1986 196 16.84 773 29.70 5,908 33.24 8,279 47.21
 
1987 176 -11.36 801 3.62 5,421 -8.24 8,886 7.33
 
1988 228 22.81 767 -4.24 5,173 -4.57 10,856 22.17
 
1989 191 -19.37 835 8.87 5,638 8.99 11,736 8.11
 
1990 216 11.57 899 7.66 6,705 18.93 13,392 14.11
 
1991 278 22.30 969 7.79 8,399 25.26 15,007 12.06
 
1992 245 -13.47 957 -1.24 8,554 1.85 15,444 2.91
 
1993 245 0.00 803 -16.09 7,494 -12.39 1,4,417 -6.65
 
1994 206 -18.93 869 8.22 8,887 18.59 15,409 6.88
 
Total 2,144 10.38 8,269 44.28 66,613 81.65 119,050 114.13
 
Sources: California Department of Justice and Employment Development Department.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX E; COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO: TABLE 34
 
TRENDS IN REPORTED CATEGORIES OF CRIME: % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Years Burglary % Annual M.V. % Annual Larceny- % Annual Arson % Annual
 
Change Theft Change Theft Change Change
 
1985 31,048 0.00 16,428 0.00 62,128 0,00 835 0.00
 
1986 33,969 9.41 21,763 32.48 69,568 11.98 841 0.72
 
1987 35,214 3.67 29,680 36.38 76,583 10.08 751 -10.70
 
1988 35,263 0.14 38,470 29.62 81,041 5.82 713 -5.06
 
1989 34,343 -2.61 40,900 6.32 85,492 5.49 667 -6.45
 
1990 33,877 -1.36 38,876 -4.95 84,628 -1.01 720 7.95
 
1991 34,901 3.02 34,403 -11.51 79,967 -5.51 680 -5.56
 
u>
 
o	 1992 34,389 -1.47 34,007 -1.15 77,547 -3.03 685 0.74
 
1993 32,027 -6.87 33,198 -2.38 73,694 -4.97 682 -0.44
 
1994 3,057 -90.45 28,762 -13.36 70,624 -4.17 624 -8.50
 
Total 308,088 -86.52 316,487 71.44 761,272 14.69 7,198 -27.31
 
Sources: California Department of Justice and Employment Development Department.
 
Referenced 	by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau
 
of Investigation, 1985-1994.
 
APPENDIX E; COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO; Table 35
 
TRENDS IN POPULATION, EMPLOYMENT & UNEMPLOYMENT: % ANNUAL CHANGE
 
Year Population % Annual Unemploy % Annual Annual % Annual Unemploy
 
Change ment Change Employment Change ment
 
(Rate %)
 
1985 2,099,400 0.00 51,300 0.00 915,900 0.00 5.3
 
1986 2,148,900 2.30 50,400 -1.75 960,500 4.87 5.0
 
1987 2,223,600 3.36 47,700 -5.36 1,011,700 5.33 4.5
 
1988 2,300,800 3.36 47,900 0.42 1,078,400 6.59 4.3
 
1989 2,388,700 3.68 46,200 -3.55 1,125,900 4.40 3.9
 
1990 2,480,100 3.69 56,100 21.43 1,145,700 1.76 4.7
 
1991 2,498,016 0.72 74,900 33.51 1,115,000 -2.68 6.3
 
(jO	 
1992 2,551,800 2.11 88,999 18.82 1,113,000 -0.18 7.3
 
1993 2,604,500 2.02 94,700 6.41 1,131,600 1.67 7.7
 
1994 2,687,800 3.10 86,900 -8.24 1,148,200 1.47 7.0
 
Average 2,398,362 2.43 64,510 6.17 1,074,590 2.32 5.6
 
Sources: California Population Research Unit, and Employment Development
 
Department, 1985-1994.
 
Referenced by the U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Commerce Department and the Federal
 
Bureau of Investigation, 1985-1994.
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